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ABSTRACT

PRINCIPAL MOTIVATION IN THE ERA OF ACCOUNTABILITY
Matthew Vosberg, Ed.D.
Department of Leadership, Educational Psychology and Foundations
Northern Illinois University, 2017
Teresa Wasonga, Director

The state of Illinois has raised the expectations for principal performance with the 2010
passage of the Performance Evaluation Reform Act (PERA), which requires 30% of a principal’s
evaluation to be linked to student achievement data. This reform effort is the latest iteration of
school accountability measures that have been implemented in schools across the country. There
have been increased efforts at the state and federal levels to increase accountability for school
performance as measured by standardized test results. The linkage of standardized test scores to
individual evaluations marks the strongest efforts to bring accountability to principals for the
academic performance of students.
Current literature suggests the work of a principal has become too complex and stressful.
The literature also suggests that external pressure to increase student achievement on
standardized test scores can lead to unintended consequences. These external pressures can
impact principal motivation levels and ultimately result in unintended consequences, such as
principal turnover, a reluctance to work in higher poverty schools, or job dissatisfaction. While
external or extrinsic factors can negatively impact principal motivation, there are internal or
intrinsic factors that can positively impact principal motivation. The self-determination theory of
motivation indicates that individuals who experience high levels of autonomy, competence and
relatedness have higher levels of motivation and are more productive employees. PERA

legislation is an additional external factor that current principals must navigate as part of their
job. Multiple analyses were conducted using the Basic Psychological Needs Survey (BPNS) to
assess the motivation levels of principals with different evaluation performance ratings in
different demographic settings. Analyses were also conducted to assess student academic
performance and principal evaluation performance.
T tests compared the motivation levels between distinguished principals and proficient
principals in their overall ratings and each of the six IPSSL standards. Of the 28 different
combinations, there were 21 instances of statistically significant differences in the mean scores
with Distinguished principals scoring higher than Proficient principals. Further analysis of these
findings reveals three meaningful takeaways. First, competence was the basic need that had the
larger effect size and was more likely to correlate to the principal’s rating. Second, principals
with ten years of experience have significantly higher levels of competence than those with less
than ten years of experience. Finally, the difference in Competence scores between principals
with proficient ratings and distinguished ratings had a moderate effect size for Standard One and
Standard Six of the IPSSL standards.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION: PRINCIPAL MOTIVATION IN THE ERA OF ACCOUNTABILITY

Introduction to the Study

It has become a fall tradition: the Illinois State Board of Education releases all public
school test scores to the media and a spotlight is thrown on school leaders and their schools’
results. Many newspapers have crafted charts and rankings to educate the public about the
academic standing of local schools. Principals hope not to be close to the bottom of the chart as
that, most likely, indicates a failing school in need of massive restructuring. These charts and
media reports are discussed at the next school board meeting and give plenty of fodder for all.
This era of “keeping score” is the norm for administrators today. In Illinois keeping score by the
use of student test scores has become more than a chart in the newspaper for principals; it is a
key component to their evaluations. With the enactment of the Performance Evaluation Review
Act (PERA), student test scores have become a significant factor in the performance evaluation
of Illinois principals. This appears to be the next manifestation of the accountability movement.
The implementation of the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) in 2001 raised the bar on
the accountability movement in public education (Taylor et al., 2010). Political leaders hailed
this legislation as a watershed moment in education (Taylor et al.). President Bush argued
NCLB would put American schools “on a new path of reform and a new path of results”
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(McDonnell, 2005, p. 19). Similarly, the Secretary of Education at the time, Rod Paige,
maintained, “The No Child Left Behind law dramatically reshapes the federal role in education”
(McDonnell, 2005, pp. 19-20). After more than ten years of implementation, there is a wide
variety of research and data that have given us much to debate. Research indicates the NCLB
Act is not fully funded (Forte, 2010), it narrows instruction and curriculum (Klenowski & WyattSmith, 2012; Scot, Callahan, & Urquhart, 2008) , it discourages teachers to work in at-risk
environments (Ng, 2006), and it compromises the integrity of administrators (Dee & Jacob,
2009; Jacob & Levitt, 2003). However, contradictory research indicates forms of
accountability, such as NCLB, give leaders the power and ability to institute structural change
resulting in improved educational achievement (Useem, 2009); provides parents, teachers, and
students feedback regarding how well a student is progressing toward building important
academic skills and knowledge; focuses the efforts of teachers on important material students
need to master; and provides students with essential skills in taking tests (Wolf & Janssens,
2007). Analyzing this research in a historical context reveals this latest attempt to reform
education in America is just a natural evolution of previous accountability efforts. Pundits will
debate the effectiveness, but the overall intent of the legislation will continue to progress to meet
the needs of society.
NCLB has slowly morphed into Race to the Top (RTTT), which is the latest reform
initiative from the Department of Education. This initiative allocated $4.35 billion to fund state
and local K-12 school districts that enacted performance-based standards linked to evaluations
for teachers and principals (Augustine, 2012). The name of the legislation has changed, but the
basic concepts remain the same. Using a large-scale algorithm to identify underperforming
schools based on pre-established sanctions will lead to improvements at the identified schools
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and these improvements will lead to increased student achievement (Forte, 2010). The
inadequacy of the algorithms, disconnect between consequences and school improvement
strategies, and the lack of adequate resources all lead to disconnect between the goals of these
reforms and the reality of current conditions. The 1994 reauthorization of ESEA, known as the
Improving America’s Schools Act (IASA), was one of the earliest examples of accountability
based on student assessment (Forte).
The state of Illinois has raised the ante on principals regarding high-stakes testing and
accountability. In 2010, Governor Quinn signed the Performance Evaluation Reform Act (P.A.
96-861[PERA]), which requires 30% of principal evaluation to be linked with student
achievement. Low test scores could result in 30% of the principals evaluation being scored as
“Unsatisfactory.” An “Unsatisfactory” with a “Basic” rating for the remaining 70% of the
evaluation, which is for principal practice, equates to an overall rating of “Unsatisfactory” and
could result in termination (Article 24A of the Illinois School Code, 105 ILCS 5/24A). The
principal practice portion of the evaluation is grounded in the Interstate School Leaders
Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) standards that were created by the Council of Chief State School
Officials (CCSSO). These six standards comprise the Illinois Performance Standards for School
Leaders (IPSSL): Standard 1 – Living the Mission and Beliefs Standard; 2 – Student Leading
and Managing Systems Change; Standard 3 – Improving Teaching and Learning; Standard 4 –
Building and Maintaining Collaborative Relationships; Standard 5 – Leading with Integrity and
Professionalism; and Standard 6 – Creating and Sustaining a Culture of High Expectations
(Educational Leadership Policy Standards; ISLLC, 2008). The state has determined that these
six standards are appropriate measures for an effective principal (see Appendix for an example of
an evaluation instrument that meets the state requirements). Each standard has unique
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descriptors that are used to assess a rating in each domain. The principal evaluator collects
evidence through informal and formal observations to determine the rating in each standard. The
standards are aligned to best practice in the field and should indicate success for the principal and
ultimately the school.
Principals from schools with low test results could be in jeopardy of losing their jobs. For
high school principals in Illinois this proposition is tenuous at best, as the state average on the
Prairie State Achievement Exam (PSAE) has remained relatively flat for the 12 years the test has
been administered (Illinois Interactive Report Card, 2017). In fact, the average for the 2014
school year indicates that only 54% of students met or exceeded expectations compared to 55%
in 2005.
This focus on principal quality is supported by the research. Successful school leaders
have a positive impact on school climate, leading instruction and keeping schools focused on a
common vision (Day, Sammons, Hopkins, Leithwood, & Kington, 2008). Quality leadership is
essential to the operation and functioning of a school, and some researchers have indicated a
significant relationship between leadership and student achievement. In fact, the average effect
size is .25 or one quarter of a standard deviation as expressed as a correlation between leadership
and student achievement. This is the equivalent of increasing mean student achievement from
50% to 60% (Marzano, McNulty, & Waters, 2003). Additional literature suggests principal
leadership is second only to the teacher when it comes to student learning (Leithwood, Louis,
Anderson, & Wahlstrom, 2004a). Top-down accountability reform initiatives that link principal
evaluation to student test scores are a relatively new reform effort.
These top-down accountability initiatives could be considered extrinsic motivators, which
can affect motivation and create job dissatisfaction (Herzberg, 1987a). Extrinsic motivation is a

5
behavior that is driven by external rewards such as money, fame or praise. This type of
motivation is created externally, as opposed to intrinsic motivation, which originates internally.
The self-determination theory of motivation postulates that meeting the basic needs of autonomy,
competence and relatedness creates intrinsic motivation ( Deci & Ryan, 1985a). Ryan and Deci
also postulate that high levels of intrinsic motivation correlate with higher work performance
levels.

Statement of the Problem

The job of a principal is very challenging (Usdan et al., 2000). There are long hours,
isolation of work, difficult working conditions, and unrealistic expectations from a variety of
stakeholders (Chapman, 2005). The job demands are characterized by overwhelming
responsibilities, information perplexity, emotional anxiety, stress, and a work environment that
takes a mental and physical toll (Sayce & Lavery, 2010). A 2013 MetLife, Inc., study of
principals reported that 75% of principals stated the job has become too complex. Those
reporting job satisfaction decreased from 68% to 59% in the past five years, 48% reported being
under great stress several days a week, and only about 40% stated having a great deal of control
over curriculum and instruction and/or making decisions about removing teachers (Macia,
Markow, & Lee, 2013). In addition, it is difficult to attract quality candidates to the
principalship; preparatory training programs are inadequate and many committed educators are
leaving the profession at an earlier age than expected (Chapman). In fact, nearly 50% of new
principals will leave the profession in five years or less (Babo & Ramaswami, 2011). Specific to
Illinois there has been an increase in principal turnover. On average, 79% of principals stayed in
the same position from one year to the next from 2001-2008, compared to 86% from 1987-2001
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(Deangelis & White, 2011). Accountability pressures appeared to have a negative impact on
principals from 2001-2008. Principals of schools that made AYP had a lower rate (.75) of
leaving their school than the rate (.82) of principals of schools that did not make AYP (Deangelis
& White). Finally, principals who do change districts tend to move to districts that are more
affluent and have higher levels of student achievement (Deangelis & White). These studies were
conducted prior to the passage of PERA. The passage of PERA, with more specific
accountability standards, including students’ test scores linked to their evaluations, may impact
or exacerbate the issues cited above.
The additional pressure of formally linking a principal’s evaluation to standardized test
scores may make a very challenging job an undesirable job. A study of Chicago principals by the
Consortium on Chicago School Research at the University of Chicago Urban Education Institute
studied principals’ reported challenges to create school improvement. The pressure to quickly
improve test scores was ranked as the number one barrier to school improvement followed by
social problems in the school, difficulty removing ineffective teachers, apathetic or irresponsible
parents, problem students, state and federal mandates and lack of time to evaluate teachers (Hart,
Schalloil, & Stoelinga, 2008). The Consortium study was conducted within the context of the
Chicago School Reform Amendatory Act of 1995 (PL 89-0015), which created additional
accountability measures on principals by using standardized tests scores as part of the evaluation.
Fullan (2014) most recently noted, “Extreme pressure without capacity results in dysfunctional
behavior” (p. 35), in his work on the instructional leadership of principals.
The problem is the ambivalence of how accountability measures of PERA evaluations
will impact principal motivation as defined by the SDT model. PERA is a new standard for
performance and SDT is able to measure leading indicators of performance. Those leading
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indicators -- Autonomy, Competence and Relatedness -- will ultimately predict performance
levels. If the purpose of PERA is to improve accountability and ultimately performance, then
analyzing the impact on leading indicators is important to monitor effectiveness. This is a shift
in expectations for performance, and its impact on principal motivation could be significant.
This additional accountability measure adds to current complexities and challenges principals
already face. There could be unintended consequences such as unreasonable working conditions,
principal turnover or principal shortages (especially in high-poverty schools) if the principalship
becomes an undesirable occupation (Usdan, McCloud, & Podmostko, 2000). The expectations
of PERA could be an unnecessary demand to an already demanding occupation.

Conceptual Underpinnings

Educators are taught that intrinsically motivated people are more productive than
extrinsically motivated people (Deci, 1972a; Ryan & Deci, 2000). In fact, policies used to
extrinsically motivate people can actually become a de-motivator and contribute to job
dissatisfaction (Herzberg, 1987a). Evaluations that are not used to recognize achievement,
responsibility, or professional growth would be considered hygiene factors, according to
Herzberg, and could result in job dissatisfaction. Job dissatisfaction could have a negative
impact on job performance and motivation. Those negative impacts could result in exacerbating
the shortage of quality principals that already exists in urban settings.
Many of the classical theorists have produced salient work on motivation in the
workplace. Maslow’s (1954) work on self-actualization posited that individuals will have a
restlessness or discontent until they are doing what they are individually fit to do: “What humans
can be, they must be” (p.22). In fact, the final need in Maslow’s hierarchy, self-actualization,
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articulates that needs come from within and cannot be externally gained. Fulfillment derives
from intrinsic motivation and cannot be accomplished via external pressures. Conditions that
have a positive impact on motivation include autonomy, self-satisfaction and trust (Leavitt,
Pondy, & Boje, 1988). Another theorist, William Ouchi similarly posits, with Theory Z
motivational philosophy, that employees are most productive when the organization is meeting
the employees’ personal needs and there is an emphasis on the well-being of the employee
(Koenings, 1982). In agreement with the classical theorists, self-determination theory (SDT)
identifies the need for competence, the need for relatedness and the need for autonomy as
essential for optimal growth and personal well-being (Ryan & Deci, 2000), addressing personal
needs similar to Ouchi and Maslow. Transforming teaching and learning at the administrative
level is a collaborative process that allows principals and teachers to work together to solve
problems of practice (Wagner, 2006), which aligns with the relatedness of SDT. These theorists
on leadership, motivation and change all posit that intrinsic motivation produces better job
performance. Research on the impact of principal evaluation on principal motivation could yield
salient data on principal performance.

Self-Determination Theory (SDT)

The SDT model of motivation could provide insight into the motivational impact of
PERA on principals. The SDT model assumes healthy motivation needs to be intrinsic and the
basic psychological needs of relatedness, competency and autonomy are prerequisites for
intrinsically motivated behavior (Nuland, Taris, Boekaerts, & Martens, 2011). Specifically, the
theory was developed by Richard M. Ryan and Edward L. Deci in the late 1970s and early 1980s
as a result of their previous studies on motivation, especially intrinsic motivation (Deci & Ryan,
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2008). Their studies, reported in Intrinsic Motivation and Self-Determination in Human Behavior
(1985b), were the first to define autonomy, competence and relatedness in the SDT framework.
According to Deci and Ryan (1985b), to be autonomous one must act “in accordance with one’s
self-it means feeling free and volitional in one’s actions” (p. 3). This requires either immediate
supports for autonomy such as choice or opportunities for self-direction. Competence “results
when a person takes on and, in his or her own view, meets optimal challenges” (p. 66).
Additionally, effectance-promoting feedback and freedom from demeaning evaluations were all
found to facilitate intrinsic motivation (Ryan & Deci, 2000). Relatedness is the “need to love
and be loved, to care and be cared for” (p. 88). Deci and Ryan (1985b) maintain that autonomy,
competence and relatedness are so essential and critical to our sense of self, that they should be
considered “nutriments” (p. 88). An impact on any of the three basic needs could impact
motivation and job performance. Finally, research revealed that not only tangible rewards but
also threats, deadlines, directives, pressured evaluations and imposed goals diminish intrinsic
motivation (Ryan & Deci, 2000).
The self-determination theory (SDT) of motivation highlights an individual’s level of
motivation based on inherent growth needs and innate psychological needs (Deci & Ryan, 2008).
The SDT model identifies the need for competence, which concerns successful completion of
tasks and performance goals; relatedness, which concerns the need to establish mutual respect
and reliance with others; and autonomy, which concerns experiencing choice and feeling like the
initiator of one’s own actions, as essential for optimum performance and growth (Ryan & Deci).
The SDT approach maintains that when job satisfaction results from attainment of basic need
satisfaction, it would be associated with optimum performance, but when job satisfaction results
from desired outcomes that do not satisfy the basic needs, performance is not optimized ( Baard,
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Deci & Ryan, 2004). Events experienced as pressure to achieve predetermined outcomes tend to
undermine intrinsic motivation, restrict creativity, and limit cognitive flexibility (Deci & Ryan,
1985b). Events experienced as conveying that an individual cannot master an activity, thus
creating a feeling of incompetence, undermine intrinsic motivation and tend to create feelings of
hopelessness. These events discourage and undermine performance (Deci & Ryan).
Examining the SDT model of motivation in the context of PERA and principal evaluations could
provide insight into impact on principals’ intrinsic motivation. Specifically, the ratings in the six
IPSSL standards, as well as the overall ratting that includes student growth data, could yield
correlative data. When job satisfaction results from attainment of intrinsic motivation, it will be
associated with higher performance on evaluations; however, when job satisfaction results from
attainment of desired outcomes that do not satisfy intrinsic motivation, it tends to indicate lower
performance on evaluations (Baard et al., 2004).

PERA

Essentially the efforts of PERA could be undermined if principals’ SDT needs are
impacted or not met due to the attainment of a performance evaluation based on the six IPSSL
standards and student growth data. There could also be unintended consequences to principals
working in the neediest schools, as these SDT needs may be more difficult to obtain in more
challenging environments. The elevated accountability measures of NCLB are 12 years in the
making, and the research is not conclusive that focusing on standardized test scores has positive
outcomes for students, schools and school leaders (Hanushek & Raymond, 2004; Hopmann,
2008). As previously stated, the principal position is very challenging. More is expected from
building principals in the era of accountability than in previous generations. The literature
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indicates that we could be entering a tipping point where the pressure and responsibilities are no
longer attractive for dedicated educators (Deangelis & White, 2011). The problem is the need to
know how PERA will impact the basic motivational needs of principals in this stressful and
challenging job.
According to PERA, principals will receive an overall rating based on their performance
with student growth and principal practice. The principal practice rating will be comprised of an
aggregate rating on the following six (IPSSL) standards: Standard 1 – Living the Mission and
Beliefs; Standard 2 – Leading and Managing Systems Change; Standard 3 – Improving Teaching
and Learning; Standard 4 – Building and Maintaining Collaborative Relationships; Standard 5 –
Leading With Integrity and Professionalism; and Standard 6 – Creating and Sustaining a Culture
of High Expectations. The Illinois Principal Standards for School Leaders (IPSSL) align with the
Educational Leadership Policy Standards: Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium
(ISLLC) 2008, adopted by the National Policy for Educational Administration Executive Board
(NPBEA). The NPBEA Executive Board approved these standards on December 12, 2007, to
serve as broad national policy standards that states can use for developing their own standards.
As part of the adoption of the ISLLC standards, both empirical research and “craft knowledge”
(p. 7) are cited to support the use of each standard (ISLLC, 2008). It is important to measure
performance on each standard because ratings may vary depending on the motivation levels, as
measured by the self-determination theory, on each standard.

Research Questions

The research questions are in the context of high-stakes testing accountability and
leadership. This study was limited to public school principals in the state of Illinois. The
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standardized testing secondary schools use in Illinois public schools is the Prairie State
Achievement Exam (PSAE); the Illinois Standards Achievement Test is given to third- through
eleventh-grade students.
R1: What are principals’ self-perceptions of motivation?
R2: What are the differences in principals’ motivation levels and overall performance
evaluation rating and rating in each IPSSL standard?
R3: What are the differences in motivation levels by school demographics?
R4: What are the differences in student achievement based on the evaluation growth
rating category?
R5: What are the unique motivation factors predicting student achievement?

Hypotheses

The following hypotheses guided this study:
1. Ho1: There is no relationship between motivation and performance evaluation
ratings.
Ha1: There is a relationship between motivation and performance evaluation ratings.
2. Ho1: There is no relationship between demographics and motivation.
Ha1: There is a relationship between demographics and motivation.
3. Ho1: There is no relationship between evaluation growth rating and student test
scores.
Ha1: There is a relationship between evaluation growth rating and student test scores.
4. Ho1: There is no relationship between student test scores and principal motivation.
Ha1: There is a relationship between student test scores and principal motivation.

13

Constructs

The study has four major constructs to measure principal motivation in the context of
PERA. The first construct is motivation as measured by the self-determination theory of
motivation. The second construct is accountability in the context of PERA and using student
achievement data for 30% of the principal’s evaluation. The third construct is student
achievement. Finally, the last construct is school demographics. The researcher analyzed
motivation, accountability and student achievement in the context of three primary school
settings of suburban, urban and rural environments.

Variables

The dependent variables are relatedness, competency, autonomy, and overall principal
motivation. The independent variables are principal performance, overall performance rating,
and principal performance on each IPPSL standard. Other variables in this study included
gender, race, age, educational attainment and experience of the principals. The school type,
school size and categories of urban, rural and suburban were used as variables for school
demographics. The school performance variable was analyzed by the percentage of students
who meet or exceed standards.

Population
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The population of this study is public school principals in the state of Illinois. There are
approximately 3,800 public schools in the state of Illinois. All public schools in the state of
Illinois have descriptive data available through the Illinois Interactive Report Card (IIRC)
supported at Northern Illinois University. The source of principals’ contact information is the
Illinois Principals Association database. The surveys were sent to approximately 3,000 principals
in the state of Illinois, excluding Chicago Public Schools employees.

Significance of the Study

This study provides relevant data on principal performance and motivation as they relate
to PERA legislation. The data could provide insight into best practice in evaluation, leadership
and leadership retention. Quality leadership is essential to the operation and functioning of a
school. Having the proper evaluation system is essential to determining if the principal is
making an impact on student achievement. The literature supports the value of quality principals.
Despite increasing attention to improving school principal leadership and renewed emphasis on
principal training and preparation programs, leadership assessment and evaluation have received
far less attention and research than teacher evaluation and assessment (Goldring et al., 2010).
The accountability movement has raised expectations on student achievement and
principal performance. The requirements of using students’ standardized test data as a
significant portion of the principal’s evaluation have raised expectations on principals. The
impact of these raised expectations provides compelling information about principal motivation.
The SDT model of motivation offers insight on how PERA impacts principal motivation. If the
prerequisites of relatedness, competence and autonomy are not met with PERA, the principals’
motivation is impacted. An impact on motivation can significantly alter performance levels.
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Undermotivated principals may leave the profession, avoid working in low- performing schools,
or not aspire to work in urban schools. Unfortunately, challenging urban schools are faced with
a smaller talent pool of educators willing to work in their schools (Chapman, 2005). This study
investigates the impact of PERA and principal motivation within the SDT framework.

Definitions

A number of terms were important to this study. As such, the following definitions are
included:
Illinois Standards Achievement Test (ISAT) – This assessment measures the reading and math
achievement for all students in grades three to eight and science in grades four to seven for every
school in the state of Illinois.
Prairie State Achievement Exam (PSAE) – This is a two-day test given to all high school juniors
in the state of Illinois. The first day of the test is the ACT test, and the second day is the
WorkKeys test. The content areas include reading, English, math and science. All students must
take this test as a state graduation requirement.
Rural School – For the purpose of this study rural schools will be located in counties of less than
100,000 residents. The average enrollment per grade level will not exceed 150 students. These
schools will also be homogeneous in student demographics, with at least 60% of the students
being Caucasian.
Suburban School – For the purpose of this study suburban schools will be located within 10
miles of a city larger than 100,000 residents. The average enrollment per grade level will be 151
students or more. The schools will also be homogeneous in student demographics with at least
60% of the students being Caucasian. These schools will also have poverty rates below 40%.
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Urban School – For the purpose of this study urban schools consist of schools located in counties
with populations of more than 100,000 residents. The schools will have poverty rates above
40% and a diverse student population with at least 40% of the students being minorities.

Limitations

This study is limited by the validity and reliability of the survey and the responses of the
participants. I targeted nearly 3,000 principals for this study to have a significant sample size.
Further limitations are the background knowledge of the participants as it relates to high-stakes
testing and evaluation. The participants could have their own preconceived attitudes about
evaluation and student achievement. This study is also limited by the honesty of the participants.
Some participants may have been reluctant to share their limitations as a principal. The results of
this study cannot be generalized to principals outside the state of Illinois.

Delimitations

The following delimitations may apply to this study. The subjects were limited to
principals employed in the state of Illinois, excluding Chicago Public Schools, during the 20142015 school year. The data collection tool is a self-reporting instrument. This could result in
inadequate answers that cannot be investigated for more specific or relevant responses and
respondent’s inability to fully understand the questions. The motivation levels are measured with
the SDT model and limited to the framework of that particular theory. The principal evaluations
are conducted with similar instruments, but there could be inter-rater reliability issues, as each
evaluation is completed by different evaluators.
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CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW

Accountability

In January of 2010 the Governor of Illinois signed the PERA (Performance Evaluation
Review Act) (PERA, Senate Bill 315; Public Act 96-0861) into legislation. This legislation
requires school districts to use student academic growth as a significant factor in the evaluation
process of public school principals. Beginning September 1, 2012, all principal evaluations are
based on PERA standards that require student growth as part of the evaluation. By 2016, all
teachers in the state of Illinois are also to be evaluated using student growth data. Aside from the
new focus on student growth, PERA legislation has also impacted school board member training,
teacher recall rights, processes related to collective bargaining, the right to strike, and systems
for dismissal of tenured teachers.
Fifty percent of the State Model Principal Evaluation is comprised of data and indicators
of student growth (Illinois Principals Association & Illinois Association of School Boards,
2012). The PERA Administrative Rules require at least 25% of principal and assistant principal
evaluations be comprised of student growth based on academic assessments in 2012-2013 and
2013-2014, and at least 30% of principal and assistant principal evaluations are comprised of
student growth based on academic assessments in 2014-2015 and beyond. For purposes of the
State Model Principal Evaluation, the remaining 25% (and then 20%) of the student growth
portion can focus on similar academic assessments of growth or on a broader set of student
outcome measures like attendance and discipline data (Illinois Principals Association & Illinois
Association of School Boards, 2012).
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Genesis of PERA

The emphasis on principal evaluations from the state and federal governments is part of
an accountability movement that continues to evolve. One can trace the accountability
movement back to the initial passage of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA)
over 40 years ago. At their most generic level, major federal education policies such as Title I of
ESEA are designed to motivate states and local districts to pay greater attention to particular
groups of students and to increase the types and levels of services provided (Antor & Lowe,
2002). The 1965 passage of Title I of ESEA was intended to assist educationally disadvantaged
students in areas with high concentrations of poverty (McDonnell, 2005). More than 40 years
later that goal is still the primary objective of the federal government’s enactment of NCLB and
RTTT. Another motive for more accountability is schools are publicly funded entities and
taxpayers are interested in the return on investment of public money. And finally, the notion that
in a global economy a highly educated workforce is critical for sustaining the American way of
life (Ronis, 2011).
Criticism of the quality US public school education has mounted steadily over time. On
October 4, 1957, the Soviets launched Sputnik I into orbit, causing a national panic over our
competitive disadvantage to the Soviets in math and science (Milken, 2011). In 1983, the
National Commission on Excellence in Education produced the report, A Nation at Risk. The
report expressed concerns about the quality of education, the rigor of course work, graduation
requirements, the length of the school day, and new approaches to attracting and retaining new
teachers. At the time business groups also became more vocal about the ability to compete
economically and about the overall cost of public education (Guthrie & Springer, 2004).
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By the end of the 1980s the federal government became more involved in education
reform and focused on improved quality and higher student achievement. President George H.
W. Bush hosted an educational summit with the nation’s governors in Charlottesville, Virginia,
and established the National Goals panel to monitor the nation’s progress in meeting six national
goals developed by the summit participants. Bush’s major legislative effort, America 2000,
developed by his secretary of education, Lamar Alexander, would have funded the development
of standards in five core subjects. The legislation also included voluntary examinations for
students in the 4th, 8th and 12th grades (McDonnell, 2005). America 2000 died in the Senate
because of a filibuster by conservative Republicans opposed to any significant expansion of the
federal government’s role in education. Ironically, George H.W. Bush was the only post-1965
president whose term did not include a reauthorization of ESEA (Superfine, 2005).
Federal involvement continued when Bill Clinton took office. Clinton was also a strong
proponent of standards-based reforms and promoted the Goals 2000: Educate America Act. This
policy set national education goals and authorized federal funding for modest grants to states to
encourage the voluntary adoption of Goals 2000 (Superfine, 2005). Essentially, Goals 2000
provided the basic framework for the NCLB legislation and, one could conclude, the genesis of
the Common Core Standards.
There have been many debates about the merits and accomplishments of NCLB.
Research indicates the NCLB Act is not fully funded (Forte, 2010), it narrows instruction and
curriculum (Klenowski & Wyatt-Smith, 2012;Scot et al., 2008), it discourages teachers to work
in at-risk environments (Ng, 2006) and it compromises the integrity of administrators (Dee &
Jacob, 2009; Jacob & Levitt, 2003). However, contradictory research indicates that forms of
accountability, such as NCLB, give leaders the power and ability to institute structural change
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resulting in improved educational achievement (Useem, 2009); provides parents, teachers, and
students feedback regarding how well a student is progressing towards building important
academic skills and knowledge; focuses the efforts of teachers on important material that
students need to master; and provides students with essential skills in taking tests (Wolf &
Janssens, 2007). Analyzing this research in an historical context reveals that attempts to reform
education in America are just a natural evolution of previous accountability efforts. Pundits will
debate the effectiveness, but the overall intent of the legislation will continue to progress to meet
the needs of society.
The controversy surrounding NCLB remains, but the accountability movement will
continue to thrive. Although political leaders have become less supportive over the unrealistic
nature of NCLB (Abrams, 2013), the push to continue to measure educators’ productivity with
test scores has not diminished, and in recent years many states have created accountability
systems to garner federal dollars from the Race to the Top program. Illinois, although one of the
states that was unsuccessful in garnering the federal dollars, made major reform efforts based on
high-stakes testing and teacher/principal evaluation in the form of PERA. The dialogue about
standardized testing and principal evaluation is just beginning in Illinois as districts are in the
second year of PERA implementation, so it has yet to be determined if the extrinsic form of
accountability will motivate principals or if the opposite will happen.
As schools embark on new measurements to hold principals accountable, districts in
Illinois are also adopting new curricula that meet national expectations and accountability
standards. The Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO) and the National Governors
Association Center for Best Practices (NGA Center) have led efforts to develop the Common
Core State Standards in mathematics and English language arts. These standards have been
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voluntarily adopted by 44 states and the District of Columbia. Although ostensibly a state-led
initiative, the use of these standards will play a major role in the national accountability effort.
As these new standards are being adopted; states will also begin a new testing system to monitor
their implementation. In 2014-2015, at least 22 states, including Illinois, were using Partnerships
for Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC) common assessments in math
and English to assess students for readiness in college and careers. PARCC received a $186
million dollar grant through the U.S. Department of Education’s Race to the Top assessment
competition (Herman & Linn, 2013). Student performance on the PARCC assessments can
become part of the principal’s evaluation to meet the requirements of PERA.

Principal Evaluation Systems and Accountability

School districts and legislatures have recently emphasized principal evaluation as a
reform effort to improve student outcomes (Mendels, 2012). This strategy is based on two major
ideas: research on the impact principals have on student achievement (Leithwood, Louis,
Anderson, & Wahlstrom, 2004a) and in response to the criticism that principals are
underprepared by the training and professional development they receive from the universities
(Darling-Hammond, LaPointe, Meyerson, Orr, & Cohen, 2007). Ideally, principal evaluations
should be easy to administer, document the essence of the role of a school principal, and provide
valid and reliable information for purposes such as professional development and performance
evaluation (Clifford & Ross, n.d.). The principal should view this as a professional development
opportunity, and this process should impact student achievement (Orr, King, & LaPointe, 2010).
Districts with strong student achievement have superintendents who are personally involved in
the supervision and evaluation of principals (Hallinger, Murphy, & Peterson, 1985). However,
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criticism exists regarding the adequacy of assessment instruments and the processes employed to
evaluate principals. Although the rhetoric about reforming schools is hardly new, never before
has the effectiveness of schools been so closely monitored and measured by quantifiable
standards across schools, districts, and states.
Principal evaluation has become a national policy focus, although it has been largely
overshadowed by controversial developments in teacher evaluation that have focused the
public’s attention about the nation’s education system squarely on the quality of the teaching
force and their impact on student outcomes (Clifford & Ross, n.d.). However, it is the principal
who ultimately decides if teacher quality is sufficient. So one might argue the reform movement
really begins and ends with the quality of the principal. Creating better evaluation systems has
emerged as a cornerstone of education reform, with federal and state policies outlining the roles
and responsibilities of teachers and principals and emphasizing the need for defining principal
quality (Clifford & Ross).
The complexity of the principal’s work makes it difficult to accurately and fairly evaluate
performance (Clifford & Ross, n.d.). In the course of a given day the principal could manage
non-certified staff, implement student discipline, supervise the cafeteria, partake in human
resource decisions, and if time allows, make instructional decisions. The continued focus on
principal effectiveness and accountability has resulted in a number of new models for principal
evaluation (Williamson, 2010), including Illinois’s version in the form of PERA. While there is a
lack of in-depth research about principal evaluation, it has been determined that systems are
more efficient for evaluation of teachers than principals (Cravens et al., 2012; Peterson, 1991;
Reeves, 2004; Stufflebeam & Nevo, 1993). Many states currently indicate changes are
underway to revamp their principal evaluation systems. State-level principal evaluation systems
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are not new to states like Delaware, Iowa, New Mexico, North Carolina, Ohio, and South
Carolina. Each has several years, as far back as 1997, of policy development and
implementation of their principal evaluation systems. All six states align their evaluations to
professional performance standards and student achievement data (Mattson, Sanders, & Kearny,
2011). The ISLLC standards, or a modification of those standards, are included for many of the
previously mentioned states. The ISLLC standards include a set of “components of professional
practices” with six leadership standards (Goldring et al., 2010, p.21).
These ISLLC standards are the framework used to create the IPSSL standards for the
Illinois administrators. The six ISLLC standards are: 1) setting a widely shared vision for
learning; 2) developing a school culture and instructional program conducive to student learning
and staff professional growth; 3) ensuring effective management of the organization, operation,
and resources for a safe, efficient, and effective learning environment; 4) collaborating with
faculty and community members, responding to diverse community interests and needs, and
mobilizing community resources; 5) acting with integrity, fairness, and in an ethical manner; and
6) understanding, responding to, and influencing the political, social, economic, legal and
cultural context (ISLLC, 2008).
ISLLC standards are also aligned to the Vanderbilt Assessment of Leadership in
Education (VAL-ED). VAL-ED is a research-based instrument created at Vanderbilt University
(2012), with $3.1 million dollars in funding from the Wallace Foundation and the Department of
Education, that measures the effectiveness of school leaders by providing a detailed assessment
of a principal's performance. The VAL-ED model focuses on learning-centered leadership
behaviors that influence teachers, staff, and, most importantly, student achievement. It is a 360degree assessment intended to be taken by not only the principal but by teachers and the
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principal's supervisor, ensuring that the very best information is available. Research indicates
VAL-ED is a reliable and valid instrument for measuring principals’ learning-centered
leadership behaviors (Goldring et al., 2010; Porter et al., 2010). The research also indicates
principals with more experience are rated higher with this instrument (Goldring et al., 2010).
Cravens et al. (2012) also recommend that no high-stakes decisions should be based on just one
source of data from the VAL-ED assessment and the value added due to student achievement
should be weighted differently depending on the context of the principal’s work. For example, a
new principal in a turnaround context would have student achievement weighted less than a
veteran principal serving for a long period of time at the same school. PERA does not account
for the context of the principal assignment. The VAL-ED instrument can help schools and
districts make important decisions about staffing and professional growth plans and improve the
quality of principals.
Another research-based instrument was created by the Mid-continent Research for
Education and Learning (McREL) Corporation (Marzano et al., 2003). McREL has created the
Balanced Leadership Profile that surveys principals, via an online format, to provide feedback
from the principal’s supervisor, teacher, and the principal—a 360-degree model of evaluation.
The assessment measures effectiveness on 21 areas of responsibility related to student
achievement. This instrument can also measure how effective change initiatives are
implemented by the principal. In Ohio, districts can choose from the McREL or VAL-ED
instrument to conduct principal evaluations (Mattson et al., 2011).
Organizational and motivational frameworks serve as key resources when analyzing
principal evaluation and mastery of practice. The Wallace Foundation (2013) has completed
extensive research on organizational culture and the use of principal evaluations as a method to
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promote professional development, and personal growth is key to the development of principals,
which ultimately strengthens the impact principals can have on student achievement (Senge,
1990). The evaluation process can be very complex, and states that have identified their
importance are using complex instruments. The model used in Illinois is guided by some basic
expectations but provides flexibility for each district.
Beginning in the 2012-2013 school year student growth data needed to contribute a
significant factor in the evaluation of principals (Illinois Principals Association & Illinois
Association of School Boards, 2012. A “significant factor” is defined as 25% in 2012-2013,
25% in 2012-2013 and 30% in 2014-2015 and beyond. Another 25% of the evaluation, 20%
beginning in 2014-2014, is linked to “other student growth” data (p.18). This data could include
graduation rates, attendance data, AP enrollment, etc. The final 50% of the evaluation is based
on principal practice. Principal practice is the rating a principal would earn using the Illinois
Performance Standards for School Leaders rubric, which is the ISLLC standards (Illinois
Principals Association & Illinois Association of School Boards, 2012).
For the purpose of the student growth measurement, the state categorized assessments
into three categories (Types I, II and III) for implementation of the evaluations. Type I
assessments are state-level or national-level assessments like ACT or PARCC. Type II
assessments are district-level assessments. Type III assessments are teacher created and agreed
upon by the administrator to be rigorous. Prior to October 1, the principal agrees to the student
growth data that will be used in the evaluation. The principals need to be evaluated every year,
and the evaluation needs to be completed prior to March 1. Unless the evaluation cycle is started
in the previous year, the student growth collection will cover less than one calendar year.
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Achievement

The concept of using standardized tests to measure the effectiveness of educators has
been explored in many states. Vogler (2008) produced a qualitative study that compares teachers
in Tennessee to teachers in Mississippi regarding their responses to state accountability
measures. Both states have instituted state accountability testing in the form of end-of-course
testing. The state of Mississippi requires students to pass their test as a graduation requirement.
Tennessee requires students to take end-of-course tests that count for at least 15% of a student’s
semester grade. The study by Vogler reveals telling data, as teachers in Mississippi, which
requires passage of the test for graduation, describe a curriculum focused on passing the end-ofcourse tests and teachers from Tennessee describe a curriculum centered on meeting the needs of
students. The study was conducted using surveys of teachers in 55 schools in Mississippi and 53
schools in Tennessee. The demographics for each state were similar.
Teachers in Mississippi indicated examination-related factors such as helping students
pass the test, helping the school improve on state accountability scores, and the format of the
state accountability examination were the most important factors influencing their instruction.
However, Tennessee teachers listed personal desire and a belief in using best instructional
practices as most influential to their instruction (Vogler, 2008). This study provides interesting
reflection on the impact of accountability on teachers’ practice and motivation and also reflects
the belief that an overemphasis on student outcomes can negatively impact how teachers work
with students. Could this also happen with principals?
The simplicity and transparency of NCLB is appealing to congressional leaders (Fuller,
Wright, Gesicki, & Kang, 2007). It is easy to condense the information into understandable
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results anyone can decipher. However, it could have limitations as an effective means to
measure accountability of principal or teacher performance. As the limitations of NCLB become
more apparent, interest in other forms of measurement will become more logical. There have
been many methods of measuring teacher and school impact on test scores over the last 40 years.
Theorists have concluded that a statistical method for measuring schools’, teachers’, and
principals’ impact on standardized test scores should include student improvement data rather
than absolute scores (Algina et al., 2004). This model does not ask what these data are on a
given date, but whether a particular school, classroom, and/or teacher did what they were
supposed to for the achievement growth of an individual student. PERA requires student growth
as part of the principal evaluation. In Illinois, it is possible to have test scores from freshman to
junior year show growth. Typically, freshman take the EXPLORE, sophomores take the PLAN,
and juniors take the ACT. All three tests are aligned and designed to show growth. Many
administrators have begun using these data independent of the state requirements, as in Illinois
only the juniors are mandated to take a state-assigned test.
However, there are limitations with using this method that teachers, parents, and
administrators need to consider. It is tempting to use this model to form conclusions about
teacher quality. It is not recommended to make personnel decisions based on value-added
assessments (Di Carlo, 2012; Hill, Kapitula, & Umland, 2010; Misco, 2008). Primarily, this is
due to the extreme difficulty in performing regression analysis on student achievement gains and
teacher contribution to that student data. For example, in value-added assessments, weak
teachers in weak schools look better than weak teachers in strong schools (Kupermintz, 2003).
The school setting appears to be more complex than policymakers realize. You also have the
effects of last year’s teacher. Longitudinal data are spurious when you have different teachers
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each year and change student cohort groups each year. Finally, there is the relevant unobserved
covariate of motivational level of the student (Rubin, Stuart, & Zanutto, 2012). There are also
concerns about the rankings of special education teachers. Even models designed for student
population differences place special education teachers in the lowest quartile (Hill et al., 2010).
While value-added assessments mitigate the impact on student achievement, it does not entirely
eliminate outside variables. Different models can produce different results for the same teacher
(Di Carlo, 2012). These limitations of measurement could impact the effectiveness of PERA and
how it motivates principals.
The link of student achievement data to principal evaluation is not without complications.
These complications could be exacerbated under PERA when performance evaluations are at
stake. In New York, 1,000 principals signed a petition protesting the new evaluation system
(Boser, 2012). The use of value-added assessments for personnel evaluations has resulted in the
dismissal of 241 teachers in Washington, DC (Lewin, 2010). The practice of holding teacher
evaluations accountable to student achievement has created legal challenges in Washington, DC;
Los Angeles; and New York City. Critiques of IMPACT, the value-added model used in DC,
claim the instrument is biased toward teachers who work in poverty. Just five percent of the
highly effective teachers work in the poorest area of the city, while 22% work in the most
prosperous (Turque, 2011).
Critics of standardized testing argue that high-stakes testing will promote cheating by
teachers and test results that are invalid (Jacob & Levitt, 2003). Occasionally news reports will
expose an individual teacher or principal who has acted unethically administering tests. Jacob
and Levitt (2003) chronicle the administration of state tests in the Chicago Public Schools and
efforts to expose teachers and administrators who cheat. Jacob and Levitt conducted an
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extensive audit of 120 classrooms, a small sample, in the spring of 2002. They analyzed score
sheets, measured performance growth, and retested suspected cheaters. The study concluded that
only one to two percent of classrooms had cheated on the tests. This small percentage
diminishes the critics’ questioning of the use of high-stakes testing. However, more recent
events have brought the issue of cheating to the forefront again. In 2011, a major scandal erupted
in Atlanta that implicated 178 teachers and principals and award-winning superintendent
Beverly Hall. In 2009, Superintendent Hall was named superintendent of the year for strong
academic gains. At her farewell address she acknowledged wrongdoing by the district but did
not admit any personal responsibility (Stedman, 2011). In August of 2011, Lorenzo Garcia, El
Paso, Texas, superintendent, was arrested for fraud and reporting false test scores for financial
gain. He collected $56,000 in bonuses for fraudulent academic gains by not testing lowperforming students, forcing students to drop out, and changing failing grades to passing grades.
The school board, lacking institutional control, was stripped of its authority and five board
managers were placed to oversee the district for two years (Sanchez, 2013). The PERA
accountability measure of student achievement and performance evaluation is a recently added
dynamic. The dynamic was absent from the previously mentioned scandals.
The drive for improved data can generate some other forms of unethical behavior.
Secondary schools also need to have a certain percentage of students graduate from high school
to make AYP, 100% for the class of 2014. In 1994, Roderick Paige was the superintendent of
schools in Houston, Texas. Under pressure to decrease the dropout rate, which reduces
graduation rates, Paige directed building principals to change the explanation of why students
were leaving schools so that fewer would be considered dropouts. The number of dropouts
plummeted, and the Houston Independent School District won a prestigious award as an
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outstanding urban school district. Shortly after, George W. Bush selected Paige as his Secretary
of Education (Hursh, 2005). This has infamously been dubbed the “Texas Miracle” and a catalyst
for the development of NCLB (p. 605). With performance evaluations and careers on the line,
there could be more incentives to engage in unethical behavior under PERA
The push to include student growth in principal evaluations may not have statistical merit
(Hill et al., 2010). To accurately measure growth one needs to think about change in a
multidimensional way rather than using a single one-dimensional model. Test makers have
produced vertical scales for academic subject areas that cover multiple grades. For mathematics,
tests in third grade predominantly measure arithmetic skills. In eighth grade, the tests shift to
problem solving, pre-algebra and algebra skills. Yet the results are reported in vertical scale
scores to imply the tests are measuring the same thing (Reckase, 2012). This is equivalent to
interchanging height and weight to report the physical growth of a student. The fact is there is
no empirical evidence value-added or growth model evaluations actually that improve teacher
performance or student outcomes (Di Carlo, 2012). This could prove problematic when these
data are included in a principal’s evaluation.

Motivational Framework

There are many classical theorists who have salient work in the area of motivation. The
self-determination theory (SDT) of motivation posits an evaluation instrument tied to external
performance targets could be considered a form of extrinsic motivation (Baard et al., 2004). The
use of PERA appears to be an external mechanism to motivate educators, specifically school
principals, to ensure all students are receiving a quality education. The extrinsic approach to link
principal evaluation to test scores appears counterintuitive to most common motivation theories.
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Many theorists clearly articulate the power of intrinsic motivation and its impact on job
performance.
A person is intrinsically motivated when the task at hand serves as motivation. The drive
to complete the project is from within. A person is extrinsically motivated when external
rewards are used to create motivation to complete a task. Financial incentives, job security or
artificial quotas are often used as extrinsic motivators (Benabou & Tirole, 2009). Individuals
who are intrinsically motivated are more creative and productive than those who are extrinsically
motivated (Ryan & Deci, 2000). When extrinsic motivation is applied, individuals lose their
intrinsic motivation (Deci, 1972a). In fact, Herzberg’s motivation theory contends that some
extrinsic rewards can actually dissatisfy employees. The dissatisfaction factors can be company
policy, salary or work conditions. When these factors, which Herzberg labels hygiene factors, do
not meet employee expectations, they can lead to job dissatisfaction. Because they are extrinsic,
Herzberg did not believe hygiene factors could effectively motivate employees (Herzberg,
1987b). Research also indicates that organizational power can result in deviant behavior by
employees. The systems of power used to control, motivate, and direct others can result in higher
absenteeism, a loss of autonomy, feelings of frustration and perceptions of injustice (Lawrence &
Robinson, 2007). The accountability reforms implemented in education that focus on
standardized tests as a significant factor in the principal’s evaluation are extrinsic measures.
They were not developed or designed by the principals and focus on job security based on the
performance of students.
The accountability movement’s focus on the performance of principals and schools tied
to student achievement is counterintuitive to what motivational research concludes. People who
are responsible, dependable, persistent and achievement oriented generally perform better at their
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jobs than those who are not (Barrick & Mount, 1991). Autonomy and conscientiousness are two
traits that indicate high-performing employees (Barrick & Mount). A recent study of Illinois
principals indicated a high level of job satisfaction in principals who believed they were in a
position to influence change (White, Brown, Hunt, & Klostermann, 2011). The same study also
indicates their disconnect with using standardized test scores to measure school success. If they
do not view the test scores as important measures to gauge school success, one can conclude that
they probably do not think they are in a position to influence change when 30% of their
evaluation is dependent on those scores.
Maslow’s hierarchy of needs concludes individuals have needs essential to their being.
These needs motivate us to accomplish personal fulfillment. Maslow (1954) ranks these needs in
hierarchal order to illustrate their dependence on one need being fulfilled before another need is
met. The starting point for motivation theory is physiological drives: the need to eat, sleep,
breathe, etc. It is stated that humans cannot function until these needs are met. Once the
physiological needs have been met, one’s need to be safe is next. The need for personal security,
financial security, and safety against accidents and adverse illness are included as safety needs.
After physiological and safety needs have been fulfilled, the third level of needs is interpersonal
and involves feelings of love/belongingness. Friendship, intimacy, and family fulfill the
love/belongingness needs. The final two hierarchical needs most apply to the level of motivation
seen in productive employees. Esteem is the fourth need and requires respect and acceptance by
others. The final need for self-actualization requires that individuals will have a restlessness or
discontent until they are doing what they are individually fit to do. “What humans can be, they
must be” (Maslow, 1954, p. 22). These final two needs come from within and cannot be
externally gained. The fulfillment derives from intrinsic motivation and cannot be accomplished

33
via external pressures. The accountability movement is a top-down initiative that focuses on
external influence to get principals to perform at a higher level. The use of test scores in the
evaluation is a threat to job security.

Self-Determination Theory (SDT)

Self-determination theory (SDT) evolved from studies in the field of psychology on
human motivation (Baard et al., 2004; La Guardia & Patrick, 2008). Specifically, the theory was
developed by Richard M. Ryan and Edward L. Deci in the late 1970s and early 1980s as result of
their previous studies on motivation, especially intrinsic motivation (Deci & Ryan, 2008). Their
studies, reported in Intrinsic Motivation and Self-Determination in Human Behavior (1985),
were the first to define autonomy, competence and relatedness in the SDT framework. According
to Deci and Ryan (1985b) to be autonomous one must act “in accordance with one’s self--it
means feeling free and volitional in one’s actions” (p. 3). Competence “results when a person
takes on and, in his or her own view, meets optimal challenges” (p. 66). Relatedness is the “need
to love and be loved, to care and be cared for” (p. 88). Deci and Ryan (1985b) maintain that
autonomy, competence and relatedness are so essential and critical with our sense of self that
they should be considered “nutriments.” They posit that satisfaction of the three basic needs of
the SDT model are essential for optimum performance and growth (Ryan & Deci). In the
framework of the SDT model, as it would apply to the PERA requirements, one would need to
determine if linking student test scores to 30% of the principal’s evaluation would motivate the
principal to perform at a higher level as measured by student outcomes on standardized tests. The
PERA requirement is intended to get better outcomes for students by linking student
achievement to the principals’ evaluation. The key factors to address would be the principals’
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competence as it relates to raising student achievement, the relatedness of said test scores to the
principal relationships, and the autonomy of the principal as it relates to his or her role in moving
the needle on student achievement.
The research on the SDT model also indicates that intrinsic need satisfaction was related
to work outcomes, and need satisfaction predicted work performance and work modification
(Baard et al., 2004). The SDT model indicates a positive link between the performance
evaluation and the satisfaction of the three basic needs. Employees indicating higher levels of
need satisfaction were rated by their managers as performing better than those with low levels on
needs satisfaction (Baard et al., 2004) Most of the SDT literature cited thus far indicates that the
principals would not see PERA as an intrinsic approach to their work and that it will not meet the
three psychological needs required in the SDT model. It appears the above-mentioned theories
contradict the accountability movement’s top-down and external pressure approach. These
theories classify the inclusion of principal evaluations as extrinsic rather than based on
autonomy, conscientiousness, inherent growth or innate psychological needs.
Critics of the SDT theory tended to focus on whether well-being is truly derived from
satisfaction of autonomy, competence and relatedness or whether other factors or traits play a
role (La Guardia & Patrick, 2008; Ryan & Deci, 2000). Research completed independent of the
work of Deci and Ryan (1985b) validate the “nutriments” as essential to well-being (Sheldon &
Elliot, 1998, p. 113). Others have argued the limitations of the research designs employed by
most regarding the SDT model have been correlations rather than experimental (Vallerand,
Pelletier, & Koestner, 2008). However, the theory gained momentum with laypeople with the
publication of Why We Do What We Do (Deci & Flaste, 1995), which focused on selfdetermination theory and its application to motivation.
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SDT has been used in work environments in which employee autonomy was studied, and
the employees’ perceptions of their managers’ support independently predicted the satisfaction
of employees’ needs for competence, autonomy, and relatedness, which in turn predicted their
performance evaluation (Baard et al., 2004). From the initial development of the SDT there has
been a strong connection between Deci and Ryan’s (1985b) work in psychology and the field of
education and work settings; however, there seems to be a void in studies examining SDT and
principals in public schools ( Deci, Koestner, & Ryan, 1999a).

Autonomy, Relatedness and Competence

The SDT model has components that can be supported by salient work conducted by
other researchers. Supporting the SDT model’s identification of autonomy as need for
motivation, Shipley (1983) explains, "Individuals who have control over their own work, control
over resources, personal accountability, and autonomy to make important decisions regarding
their work will have higher job satisfaction than those who do not have these powers" (p. 13).
Shipley further states that with high levels of decision-making participation comes high job
satisfaction, which in turn improves morale. Improved morale leads to improved productivity,
efficiency, and a desire to achieve the organization's goals. School districts need to take the
opportunity to raise the satisfaction level of the principals so they can have more motivated,
highly productive principals and teachers. Similarly, the motivational process of the job
demands-resources ( JD-R) model (Xanthopoulou, Bakker, Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 2009)
suggests that job resources are the main initiators of employees’ work engagement and
performance. Job resources refer to physical, social, or organizational aspects of the job critical
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for achieving work-related goals. This model is consistent with the needs of autonomy,
relatedness and competency described in SDT.
The accountability movement has impacted school leaders more directly than any other
stakeholders involved in education. This paradigm shift could impact relatedness with
employees for leaders, primarily teachers. An impact on relatedness may impact motivation
levels of leaders. The new accountability targets incorporated in the principal’s evaluation
cannot be achieved without cooperation from teachers. With these high expectations, school
leaders are also given more authority to make substantial changes under the guise of
accountability. Useem (2009) chronicles the formal powers now instilled in superintendents to
raise student achievement, especially in urban settings, in her case study of Paul Vallas during
his tenure as CEO of the Philadelphia School District.
During Vallas’ brief stint as CEO of Philadelphia schools he doubled the number of
charter schools, instituted several top-down curriculum initiatives, spent 1.7 billion dollars on
capital improvements, and restructured many large impersonal schools into smaller K-8
buildings. At the same time, significant improvement occurred on several of the state tests
(Useem, 2009). One could make the argument that without the sense of urgency created by the
accountability movement many of these changes would not have occurred. Strong decisive
leadership can make an immediate impact; however, lasting change is not an individual
achievement. These top-down efforts can be short lived and impact relationships with staff
members. Successful implementation of lasting, innovative change is created and maintained by
the environment created by all stakeholders (Cobb & McClain, 2006). There needs to be a
distributive approach that involves the distinguishing of the roles of teachers and leaders as equal
stakeholders when mediating federal and state accountability polices (Shulman, Sullivan, &
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Glanz, 2008). The top-down model is based on getting an answer or strategy right at the top of
the organization and arranging all other components to hold it steady and carry it out (Dolan,
1994). These approaches severely inhibit schools’ flexibility to respond to the day-to-day needs
of children. The top-down pressure to get results in a timely fashion could impact relatedness.
Supporting the need for relatedness, Day (2005) concludes that despite the pressures from
multiple policy implementation accountabilities, successful leaders are those who place an
emphasis upon people and processes and not on outcomes. This is worthy to note as the pressure
to produce improved test scores can create a number of tensions and dilemmas for leaders. In
this case study of 10 successful leaders, their success was defined by improved test scores and
being highly regarded by their peers; also, their moral commitment to ensuring students holistic
development trumped concerns about government accountability measures. It will take more
moral courage for leaders to be willing to promote a well-balanced curriculum during the
accountability era (Leithwood, Louis, Anderson, & Wahlstrom, 2004b).
A recent study of Illinois principals indicates a disconnect between principals and
policymakers on the importance of standardized test scores in measuring school success.
Principals did not rank standardized test scores or gains in student test scores among the most
important measures of school success (White et al., 2011). Could this impact principal
competence and ultimately motivation? The evaluation process now requires 30% of their
evaluation to be linked with student achievement, yet they don’t view it as an important measure
of school success. A study of Chicago principals by the Consortium on Chicago School
Research at the University of Chicago Urban Education Institute studied principals’ reported
challenges to create school improvement. The pressure to quickly improve test scores was
ranked as the number one barrier to school improvement (Hart et al., 2008). Another concern
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regarding principal competence in the accountability movement is the acknowledgment by 75%
of principals recently surveyed felt that the work of improving test scores has become too
complex (Macia et al., 2013).

School Demographics

The adoption of Common Core Standards and the use of PARCC have the laudable goal
of providing students with a high-quality education that will prepare them for an ever-changing
competitive global environment. These are not new concepts as these expectations have been the
core initiatives in many previous attempts to raise standards in schools (Nelson, McGhee, Meno,
& Slater, 2007). All students should be exposed to the most rigorous curriculum and challenged
to soar to new heights by highly qualified instructors. This goal should be attainable for all
students regardless of race, gender or economic status. The accountability measures, as designed
by the state of Illinois, are designed to ensure that the above-mentioned goals are being attained.
There is, however, data available to illustrate the unintended consequences of the
accountability movement. Ng (2006) researches the impact the accountability movement has on
new teachers and the impact it has on where they want to teach. Ng’s research indicates teachers
are attracted to the profession to connect with students and make a difference. Ng’s survey of
293 preservice teachers reveals that under the pressure of accountability, preservice teachers will
seek jobs in suburban environments. It is important to note many teachers in the study grew up in
suburban environments and a natural proclivity to this environment would already occur.
Eventually these teachers become potential applicants for administrative positions. If they were
reluctant to teach in urban environments, it is likely to conclude they would be reluctant to be
administrators in urban environments. However, the accountability movement exacerbates this
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issue. Ultimately, challenging urban schools are faced with a smaller talent pool of educators
willing to work in their schools (Chapman, 2005). High-stakes standardized testing also impacts
the playground at urban schools, as students in high-poverty schools are given less or no recess
time in an effort to increase instructional time (Black & Wiliam, 1998).
The literature indicates administrators and administrative climate can have an impact on
novice teachers’ decision to continue teaching (Pogodzinski, Youngs, Frank, & Belman, 2012).
The administrative climate, the routine beliefs and actions associated with the teacher
administrative relationship, is a significant and controllable variable for school districts. Teacher
turnover, highest amongst novice teachers, can have a detrimental impact on organizational
capacity and reform implementation (Barnes, Crowe, & Schaefer, 2007). A study of 531
California teachers concluded that administrative support was twice as likely as student
demographics to influence their decisions on where to teach (Horng, 2009). Additionally, a New
York study concluded that school leadership was the only factor that significantly predicted
teacher retention decisions after controlling for several other variables (Boyd et al., 2010).
Motivation levels and the impact or PERA on those levels could ultimately impact the
administrative climate for teachers.
In states like Illinois, success is measured by the percentages that pass the test. The
average score of a school is not included in the AYP calculations. This promotes the concept of
focusing on the “bubble kids,” those most likely to pass the test with a little extra help. This
unintentionally leaves the bottom quartile of students with fewer resources. Those students will
continue to fall farther behind their peers. It also reduces resources to students in the top
quartile, as they will pass the test without additional support. Teachers in Texas report that as
state testing nears they begin preparing students for the test. Rather than teaching them how to
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write well, they focus on teaching them how to write five paragraphs with five sentences in each
paragraph that would receive a passing grade on the test. Because culturally advantaged middleand upper-class students are likely to rely on their cultural capital to pass the test, it is
disadvantaged students who receive the more basic test-prep drilling (Hursh, 2005; Klenowski &
Wyatt-Smith, 2012). Will PERA create an incentive for principals to ignore students in the
bottom and top quartiles as academic gains by those students don’t factor into the state
accountability measures?
Larry Lashway (2003) presents evidence that a critical shortage of school leadership
exists only in schools that are “hard to staff” because they are characterized by high-poverty
students, low test scores, high staff turnover, and unusually large numbers of teachers who are
inexperienced, provisionally certified, or teaching out of field. Even though the need is high for
qualified administrators in those schools, they often have the most difficult time filling positions.
Because of the pressure to achieve, and the consequences for underachieving, the administrative
positions are seen as less desirable. Additionally, the pressure to achieve higher test scores may
cause role conflict as principals strive to exert greater control of curriculum and instruction from
the teachers (Catano & Stronge, 2007). Effective principals are empowering and not controlling.
The pressure to produce results can lead to a top-down leadership style (Day, 2000).
While it has been documented that schools with high poverty and large numbers of
minority students have difficulty filling positions, the data for administrator retention is scarcer.
Schools will typically fill the principal position with somebody, but it is a matter of the quality
that poses a problem (Mattson et al., 2011). One study (Lashway, 1999) found that lowperforming schools in New York were more likely to have principals who were less experienced
or who had attended less competitive colleges. Principal quality is most important in high-
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poverty and low-performing schools, but quality principals are inequitably distributed across
schools. High-poverty schools and low-performing schools tend to have lower quality principals
(King-Rice, 2010). A study of Texas data shows substantial variation in principal effectiveness,
as measured by their value added to student math achievement (Branch, Hanushe, & Riviki,
2009). The variation in principal effectiveness is roughly twice as large in high-poverty and lowachieving schools, suggesting that principal skill is most important in schools serving the most
disadvantaged students. Additionally, problems of vandalism, weapons, and lack of student
respect were reported more often by inexperienced principals.
The 83 districts analyzed by the University of Washington researchers revealed wide
disparities in the number of applicants per school. In some districts, schools averaged as many as
40 candidates for principal job openings. Other vacancies just a few miles away that were
perceived as challenging drew fewer than three. In all regions studied, the districts with the most
challenging working conditions, higher concentrations of poor and minority students, and lower
salaries for principals had fewer applicants (Mendels & Mitgang, 2013). University of
Washington researchers also found similar disparities within districts. In Philadelphia, for
example, schools seen as academically competitive receive as many as 30 applicants for
principal job openings, but the least preferred schools draw half a dozen or less for vacancies.
The Washington team found that elementary schools typically draw more applicants than high
schools, where the student populations are seen as more challenging (Mendels & Mitgang).
There is also evidence that teachers tend to transfer to schools that have student populations that
are more representative of their own ethnicity, and that may also be true for administrators
(Lashway, 2003). This study also revealed that assistant principals valued the "opportunity to
influence education" (Lashway, p.2). Basically, "principals are central both to attaining
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ambitious goals for student learning and to finding balances that accommodate enduring
paradoxes and conflicts within our society about schooling” (p. 4). Lashway concludes that "the
opportunity to lead a troubled school may actually be an incentive—but only if the position
provides the authority and support to focus on instructional improvement" (p. 5). Thus, the
research indicates the paradox that exists with the high-stakes testing movement. Principals
generally want to help those who need the most help but are also cognizant of the career risks
that are involved in the current environment. The schools with the biggest achievement problems
will have greater pressure to perform, making the job even less desirable (Lashway). The
additional requirement of linking student test scores to principal performance evaluations could
exacerbate this problem.
This study measured motivation levels of principals using the SDT model. With the
literature above describing the different barriers that exist in high-poverty settings in attracting
and retaining quality principals, motivation levels measured by school environments could
provide compelling data. The comparisons on urban, suburban and rural administrators and their
levels of motivation may indicate that PERA could have unintended consequences.

Conclusion

The accountability movement has gained momentum over the last four decades and will
continue to evolve. We are in the early stages of PERA implementation in Illinois and it will be
interesting to see the impact of PERA on principal motivation. The legislation is in place to hold
principals accountable for student achievement. Do we have the right instruments in place to
make the connection from principal performance to student achievement? Do principals believe
the instruments are in place to fairly attribute student achievement to their performance? If no,
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how will that impact their motivation or performance at their current position? The external
pressure to prepare students to compete in a global environment, close the achievement gap and
prudently use tax payer dollars will continue to exist. Ironically, one of the major thrusts behind
the accountability movement is closing the achievement gap between high-and low-poverty
schools. Could these reform efforts actually accomplish the opposite? Attracting quality teachers
and leaders to high-poverty schools might be more difficult with these high-stakes efforts.

Research Questions and Hypotheses

As presented in the literature, there is not much information on principal motivation using
the SDT model. This model has been used in other settings and has been used in educational
settings, but specific information on principal motivation is lacking. The new pressure on
principal leadership as it relates to student growth and their performance evaluations is a
relatively new concept. In Illinois, the expectations were raised with the passage of PERA in
2010, and the enactment of the new evaluation system began in 2012. One of the goals of this
study was to collect data on principal motivation as it relates to the new legislation on their
performance evaluations.
There are many reasons principal motivation should be further examined. As discussed
previously, the principal’s leadership is essential to the effective operations of a school. It was
also shared earlier that principals are feeling the pressure to perform. This pressure appears to be
increasing in the past decade. Principals also are reporting that the job is fast becoming an
overwhelming task. The pressures are extremely acute in urban settings that have the biggest
academic needs. Therefore, another goal of this study was to measure motivation levels in
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schools with different settings--urban, suburban and rural--and see if the motivation levels are
different based on demographics.

Research Question 1
What are principals’ self-perceptions of motivation?

One limitation on current motivation research on principals is the impact that new reform
efforts have on motivation. The inclusion of student growth as part of the principal evaluation is
relatively new. However, there is recent data to suggest that accountability pressures are
impacting principals negatively. Specific to Illinois, there has been an increase in principal
turnover. On average, 79% of principals stayed in the same position from one year to the next
from 2001-2008, compared to 86% from 1987-2001 (Deangelis & White, 2011). Accountability
pressures appear to have had a negative impact on principals from 2001-2008. Principals of
schools that made AYP had a lower rate (.75) of leaving their school than the rate (.82) of
principals of schools that did not make AYP (Deangelis & White). These studies were conducted
prior to the passage of PERA. There are specific challenges to the motivation levels of the
principals that need to be explored.
School districts and legislatures have recently emphasized principal evaluation as a
reform effort to improve student outcomes (Mendels, 2012). This strategy is based on two major
ideas: research on the impact that principals have on student achievement (Leithwood, Louis,
Anderson, & Wahlstrom, 2004b), and in response to the criticism that principals are
underprepared by the training and professional development they receive from the universities
(Darling-Hammond et al., 2007). What is unclear is how the motivation level of principals is
impacted by these measures.
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The SDT model identifies the need for competence, which concerns successful
completion of tasks and performance goals; relatedness, which concerns the need to establish
mutual respect and reliance with others; and autonomy, which concerns experiencing choice and
feeling like the initiator is of one’s own actions, as essential for optimum performance and
growth (Ryan & Deci, 2000). The SDT approach maintains when job satisfaction results from
attainment of basic need satisfaction, it is associated with optimum performance, but when job
satisfaction results from desired outcomes that do not satisfy the basic needs, performance is
impacted negatively (Baard et al., 2004). Events that are experienced as pressure to achieve
predetermined outcomes tend to undermine intrinsic motivation, restrict creativity and limit
cognitive flexibility (Deci & Ryan, 1985b). According to Deci and Ryan (1985b), to be
autonomous one must act “in accordance with one’s self--it means feeling free and volitional in
one’s actions” (p.3). Negative impact on principal motivation will impact performance levels.

Research Question 2
What are the differences in principals’ motivation levels and overall
performance evaluation rating and rating in each IPSSL standard?

Principal evaluations in Illinois are aligned to the Illinois Performance Standards for
School Leaders (IPSSL). These performance standards are grounded in the 2008 Interstate
Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC). These IPSSL standards are currently the framework of
the professional practice portion of the principal evaluation. The six standards are: 1) Living a
Mission and Vision Focused on Results, 2) Leading and Managing Systems Change, 3)
Improving Teaching and Learning, 4) Building and Maintaining Collaborative Relationships, 5)
Leading with Integrity and Professionalism, and 6) Creating and Sustaining a Culture of High
Expectations (Illinois Principals Association and Illinois Association of School Boards, 2012).
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Each of these six standards can be rated individually on a principal’s evaluation and are part of
the calculation for an overall rating. The relationship between each standard and each of the three
basic needs of SDT and motivation levels is worth analysis.

Research Question 3
What are the differences in motivation levels by school demographics?

School demographics and the principal motivation level is a key construct. As previously
discussed, the work of principals is very challenging and very complex. The school setting or
environment can exacerbate these complexities. Students from poverty suffer from higher
incidences of poor health conditions that impact learning, 1.3 times more likely to have learning
disabilities, more likely to suffer from emotional and behavioral problems that result in discipline
problems at school, and 2.2 times more likely to drop out of school (Brooks-Gunn & Duncan,
1997).
The current expectations of PERA do not accommodate for school settings. Without an
understanding of the impact school setting could have on principal motivation levels, the intent
of PERA could have some unintended consequences. If there is a negative impact on motivation,
it could impact performance, commitment to work in a high-poverty school and career
aspirations. Principals who do change districts tend to move to districts that are more affluent
and have higher levels of student achievement (Deangelis & White, 2011).
The role of a school principal is characterized by overwhelming responsibilities,
information perplexity, emotional anxiety, stress and a work environment that takes a mental and
physical toll (Sayce & Lavery, 2010). The additional pressure of formally linking a principal’s
evaluation to standardized test scores may make a very challenging job an undesirable job. A
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study of Chicago principals by the Consortium on Chicago School Research at the University of
Chicago Urban Education Institute studied principals’ reported challenges to create school
improvement. The pressure to quickly improve test scores was ranked as the number one barrier
to school improvement (Hart et al., 2008). The Consortium study was conducted within the
context of the Chicago School Reform Amendatory Act of 1995 (PL 89-0015), which created
additional accountability measures on principals using standardized test scores as part of the
evaluation. This pressure to improve test scores could be exacerbated by the competence levels
of the principals. Recent studies indicate that most states have limited research on the
preparation levels of principals (Sparks, 2013).
The principal’s level of experience, gender and ethnicity are analyzed in the context of
school settings as well. This trend data is worth discussion in the context of evaluation ratings
and motivation ratings. Deci and Ryan (1985a) posit that the competence levels will impact the
motivation levels. The motivation levels could impact the over effectiveness of the principals.
Demographic data should be analyzed to reveal varying levels of competence related to school
settings or individual demographics. Events which are experienced as conveying that an
individual cannot master an activity, thus creating a feeling of incompetence, undermine intrinsic
motivation and tend to create feelings of hopelessness. These events discourage and undermine
performance (Deci & Ryan). Salient work is needed in the area of competence levels to gauge
the impact that PERA is having on principal motivation.
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Research Question 4
What are the differences in student achievement based on the evaluation growth rating category?

The passage of PERA created a system of accountability through evaluations that will use
student growth targets as part of the overall rating for a principal. The intent appears to
demonstrate that highly rated principals are able to impact student growth. The irony is the
pressure to produce academic gains may have a negative impact on motivation. PERA requires
the principal receive a rating based on student growth on standardized tests. This rating will
account for 30% of the overall principal evaluation rating. The differences in rating scores given
to principals based on student growth on standardized tests should be analyzed. The passage of
PERA specifically linked student growth to the overall evaluation and thus it’s an important
construct to be explored.

Research Question 5
What are the unique motivation factors predicting student achievement?

The SDT model of measuring motivation has studied the positive relationship between
motivation levels and performance evaluation ratings. The PERA laws are intended to link
evaluation ratings to student achievement. Theoretically, principals with higher levels of
motivation should have higher student achievement in the schools in which they work.

Hypotheses

The following hypotheses guided this study.
1. Ho1: There is no relationship between motivation and performance evaluation
ratings.
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Ha1: There is a relationship between motivation and performance evaluation ratings.
2. Ho1: There is no relationship between demographics and motivation.
Ha1: There is a relationship between demographics and motivation.
3. Ho1: There is no relationship between evaluation growth rating and student test
scores.
Ha1: There is a relationship between evaluation growth rating and student test scores.
4. Ho1: There is no relationship between student test scores and principal motivation.
Ha1: There is a relationship between student test scores and principal motivation.

Descriptive/Exploratory Research Questions
Are there trends or additional information associated with descriptive data? For example, does
the gender, age, race, experience or educational attainment vary within the school settings and
manifest within motivation levels?

The research indicates that high-poverty schools have administrators with less experience
than schools with lower poverty rates (King-Rice, 2010). These questions explored with
descriptive statistics collected demographic data and motivation levels. It is hypothesized that
less experienced principals in urban settings will have lower levels of competence, relatedness
and autonomy.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY

Research Design

Researchers defined survey studies or correlation studies as nonexperimental (Marczyk,
DeMatteo, & Festinger, 2005). Nonexperimental research designs cannot rule out extraneous
variables as the cause of what is being observed because there is not a control over all the
variables in the study (Marczyk et al., 2005). This study intends to gain a deeper understanding
of principals’ perceptions about their work and the impact new accountability measures on their
evaluations will have on their motivation levels as measured by the SDT model. Accordingly, the
study uses a survey to measure the principals’ self-reported levels of autonomy, competence and
relatedness as defined by the self-determination theory. Those motivation levels were correlated
with the principals’ overall evaluation rating, school demographics, student growth rating and
performance on each of the six (IPSSL) standards.
Descriptive and correlational research consisting of quantitative methods was used to
conduct this study. Quantitative research is explaining activities by collecting numerical data that
are analyzed using mathematics-based methods (Cohen, Manion, & Morrison, 2000). A numberbased research design will often yield data that is projectable to a larger population. The
successful execution of a quantitative study could provide data that could drive strategy or
decision making. Quantitative research can be limited by sample size, interpretation of questions,
flexibility and statistical errors (Cohen et al., 2000). Quantitative research is an approach for
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testing theories by examining the relationships between variables. These variables can be
expressed numerically and measured, compared and analyzed (Creswell, 2012). There are many
studies on the self-determination theory using quantitative research. The selection of a
quantitative study was based on the consistent use of quantitative research with the selfdetermination theory. There are many questionnaires that have been designed to assess different
constructs contained within the theory. A quantitative study also offers results in precise
measurements and analysis, which provides an adequate rationale for using it in this study
(Creswell, 2012).

Population

The population for this study is principals in the state of Illinois, excluding Chicago
Public Schools, employed in the 2014-2015 school year in public schools. The sample was
generated with the principal email addresses provided by the Illinois Principals Association. The
researcher collected data from male and female principals from schools across the state of
Illinois.

Instrumentation: Basic Psychological Needs Scale (BPNS)

The Basic Psychological Needs Scale (BPNS) was developed to measure the degree to
which participants feel satisfaction of the three basic needs of SDT: autonomy, competence and
relatedness. These three basic needs are used as indicators for the latent variable intrinsic need
satisfaction (Deci et al., 2001). The BPNS is a family of scales that address needs satisfaction in
general and also in multiple settings, including the work environment. There are three subscales
for each of three basic needs of SDT. The autonomy subscale has seven questions, the
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competence subscale has six questions and the relatedness subscale has eight questions. Baard et
al. (2004) found intrinsic need satisfaction positively correlated with work performance ratings
with alpha coefficients in excess of .70, thus supporting the reliability of the construct. The
Cronbach’s alpha for competence, relatedness and autonomy are .73, .84 and .79, respectively.
The questions are formatted in a Likert scale with a 1-7 scale, with a 1 rating meaning “not at all
true” and a 7 at the other range meaning “very true.” The overall scale demonstrated sufficient
internal consistency with an alpha coefficient of .83. External validity evidence, collected by
examining the differential relationship between the three basic needs of SDT, supported the
distinctiveness of the three basic needs (Johnston & Finney, 2010).
I used all 21 questions from BPNS with additional questions added to discover principal
self-reported performance ratings on each of the six IPSSL standards as well as the overall
rating, school performance on PSAE/ISAT as reported in percentage meeting or exceeding state
standards, and demographic data of the schools and principals. The evaluation data was
collected to analyze correlation to the motivation scores of the principals. The demographic
questions requested gender, race, age, educational attainment and experience of the principals.
The principals were asked to include school type; (rural, urban or suburban), in the survey. The
collection of demographic data analyzed trends and patterns in motivation and performance in
different settings. Finally, it was important to analyze the data collected on school performance
in the context of the evaluation ratings and the motivational scores. Survey research offers the
ability to address specific questions and get results in a relatively quick manner (Schmidt, 1996).
The information obtained through the use of the survey instrument can describe trends in data
that can be valuable for the field of study (Creswell, 2012).
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This survey was administered in an online format. The online format was selected
primarily because of its effectiveness in administration for a large group of potential participants
(Schmidt, 1996). There are additional advantages to this format. Advantages include the ability
of the researcher to receive data in a timely manner, the ability to target groups directly, and the
convenience of administration. However, there are also some disadvantages to online surveys.
Disadvantages include the difficulty of securing respondent e-mail addresses, the risk that the
survey might be interpreted by respondents as “spam” and the possibility that respondents may
not be technologically savvy enough to use the survey (Evans & Mathur, 2005).

Procedures for Data Collection

There are approximately 3,800 public schools in the state of Illinois that could provide an
adequate sample size. The researcher obtained all participants’ e-mail addresses via the Illinois
Principals Association (IPA). An e-mail message was sent to potential participants. The email
provided an introduction to the survey, with a link to the survey instrument included within the
message. The link led the participant directly to the consent form, which was embedded in the
first page of the online survey. The message included information about the purpose of the
survey. After the survey was available for several days, an additional e-mail was be sent to
request the research subjects to participate, if they have not already. Finally, a third e-mail
reminder was sent several days later. Online survey tools do have the capacity to perform basic
data analysis functions (Schmidt, 1997); however, the data set was uploaded to SPSS for
analysis.
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Proposed Data Analysis
Research Question 1 is, “What are principals’ self-perceptions of motivation?” Prediction
1 is that the Basic Psychological Needs Scale (BPNS) will measure principal autonomy,
relatedness and competence in the context of SDT motivation theory with adequate reliability.
Research Question 2 is, “What are the differences in principals’ motivation levels and
overall performance evaluation rating and rating in each IPSSL standard?” Prediction 2 is that
the survey will measure principal performance ratings in each standard (Standard 1 – Living the
Mission and Beliefs; Standard 2 – Student Leading and Managing Systems Change; Standard 3 –
Improving Teaching and Learning; Standard 4 – Building and Maintaining Collaborative
Relationships; Standard 5 – Leading with Integrity and Professionalism; and Standard 6 –
Creating and Sustaining a Culture of High Expectations) with adequate reliability.
Research Question 3 is, “What are the differences in motivation levels by school
demographics?” Prediction 3 is that the survey will provide data on principal motivation,
performance ratings and demographic data.
Research Question 4 is, “What are the differences in student achievement based on the
evaluation growth rating category?” The related hypotheses are:
Ho1: There is no relationship between evaluation growth rating and student test scores.
Ha1: There is a relationship between evaluation growth rating and student test scores.
Prediction 4 is that there will be a positive correlation between the principals’ evaluation growth
rating and student test scores.
Research Question 5 is, “What are the unique motivation factors predicting student
achievement?” The related hypotheses are:
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Ho1: There is no relationship between student test scores and principal motivation.
Ha1: There is a relationship between student test scores and principal motivation.
Prediction 5 is that there will be a positive correlation between unique factors of motivation and
student test scores.

Ethical Considerations

There are numerous ethical issues that need to be considered in the collection of
data and all of them needed to be communicated to potential respondents. One of the most
important issues was that of voluntary and informed consent, which underscores the fact that
participants have no obligation to participate and that they may elect to cease participation at any
time. Another consideration mandated that participation in the study should cause the participant
no harm. As part of this, research subjects were informed of any potential negative ramifications
that might occur as a result of their participation. Participants were also informed of the
sponsorship and genuine purpose of the survey. Reporting of results had to be addressed as well,
and respondents were made aware of the manner in which the results would be available to them.
This process was approved by the Institutional Review Board (IRB).

Prevention of Bias

As a former high school principal and current central office administrator, it is imperative
to acknowledge the possibility that the researcher might have personal bias while undertaking
this study. It was critical to ensure that the constructs for the survey were linked directly to the
formulation of the survey questions and that the questions did not lead to an implication that
certain views represented preferred ways of thinking. The risk that the survey instrument might
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lead respondents to believe that viewpoints may either be right or wrong based on the way in
which the questions were asked was minimized. To minimize the risk of unexpected bias, I
solicited the input of my dissertation chair and committee members regarding the content of the
questions contained within the survey instrument.

Validity and Limitations

In survey research, each survey instrument is uniquely created to collect data relative to
the specific constructs. As such, no two survey instruments are identical (unless they are
addressing the exact same constructs). This fact leads some to question the reliability and
validity of survey instruments in use (Schmidt, 1997). However, reliability and validity concerns
were minimized in this research survey through two strategies. First, the dissertation committee
was consulted for input regarding the wording of the survey questions in relation to the survey
constructs. Questions could not be confusing, misleading, or biased, and peer-review of the
survey questions helped to minimize these risks. Second, the majority of questions used in the
family of scales developed in the SDT model had previously been used in peer-reviewed
research. Potential threats to internal validity could occur if the participants were not randomly
chosen or skewed responses could come from participants who recently received a negative
evaluation. These participants could have negative views on evaluation regardless of the link to
student achievement. An external threat to validity could occur if the number of participants is
too small. Although these steps were obviously unable to either guarantee the validity or
reliability of the instrument, they did increase confidence in the outcome.
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Summary

The method employed in this survey was intended to provide quantitative feedback about
the research questions. In considering the research method for this study, primary considerations
included ethical research practices, proper survey/question development, participant response
rate, effective data collection, and careful data analysis. Each of these concerns was essential in
providing the structure for a properly conducted research study.

CHAPTER 4
FINDINGS

Overview

The purpose of this study was to investigate how accountability measures of PERA
principal evaluations impact principal motivation as defined by the self-determination theory
(SDT) model. The subjects of the study were principals working in the state of Illinois during the
2014-2015 school year. The SDT model examines levels of competence, relatedness and
autonomy within the context of motivation (Deci et al., 2001). This chapter contains the analysis
of data collected with the Basic Psychological Needs Scale (BPNS). Additional demographic
questions were used to complete the survey.

Analysis Procedures
All data were analyzed using SPSS Version 22.0. Pallant’s guide to SPSS was used as a
reference for analysis procedures (2010). Descriptive statistics were used to summarize the data
collected through the survey. Multiple independent t tests were used to measure the differences
in motivation levels in the overall evaluation rating and the ratings in the six Illinois Performance
Standards for School Leaders (IPSSL) for Question 2. ANOVA and MANOVA were used to
compare principal motivation levels by school demographics, school type and school size for
Question 3. For Question 4 an ANOVA was used to compare the mean scores of growth rating
and student test scores. Finally, a multiple regression was used for Question 5 to explore

the relationship between student test scores and principal motivation levels. Additional
exploratory studies to Question 5 were conducted to explore the relationship between student test
scores and individual questions from the BPNS and the relationship between the six IPSSL
standards and student test scores.

Characteristics of Respondents

A total of 265 principals responded to the survey. The survey asked principals to respond
to 21 questions from the BPNS to measure motivation level on a 7-point Likert-type scale
ranging from 1 (not at all true) to 7 (very true). The survey has subscales that measure autonomy
(7 questions), competence (6 questions) and relatedness (8 questions). Participants answered an
additional 16 questions to collect data on demographic information and self-reported
performance evaluation scores. The demographic data are displayed in Tables 4-1 to 4-3.
Table 4-1
Principal Demographics
Gender

Race

Years of Experience

Table continued on next page

Male
Female
No responses
Total
AfricanAmerican
Hispanic
Multi-Racial
Other
White
No responses
Total
0-4
5-9
10-14
15-19
20+
No responses
Total

N
134
128
3
258
16

Percent
50.60
48.30
1.10
100.00
6.00

13
2
3
228
3
265
91
80
55
18
10
11
265

4.90
.80
1.10
86.00
1.10
100.00
34.30
30.20
20.80
6.80
3.80
4.20
100.00
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Table cont. from previous page
Degree

Doctorate
Master’s
Specialist’s
No responses
Total

42
159
60
4
265

15.80
60.00
22.60
1.50
100.00

Table 4-2
School Characteristics

School demographics

State testing

School type

School enrollment

Rural
Suburban
Urban
No responses
Total
0%-24% meets/exceeds
25%-49% meets/exceeds
50%-74% meets/exceeds
75%-100% meets/exceeds
No responses
Total
Elementary
Middle school
High school
No responses
Total
0-249
250-499
500-749
750-999
1000+
No responses
Total

N
82
120
60
3
265
11
49
88
71
46
265
157
52
53
3
265
35
105
55
23
38
9
265

Percent
30.90
45.30
22.60
1.10
100.00
4.20
18.50
33.20
26.80
17.40
100.00
59.20
19.60
20.00
1.10
100.00
13.20
39.60
20.80
8.70
14.30
3.40
100.00
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Table 4-3
Principal Performance Evaluation Rating

Overall rating

Student growth rating

Unsatisfactory
Basic
Distinguished
Proficient
No responses
Total
Less than target
On target
Above target
Much above target
No responses
Total

N
0
4
135
120
6
265
13
89
113
44
6
265

Percent
0.00
1.50
50.90
45.30
2.30
100.00
4.90
33.60
42.60
16.60
2.30
100.00

Research Question 1
What are principals’ self-perceptions of motivation?

Descriptive statistics were used to measure motivation levels as measured by the selfdetermination theory. The BPNS has three subscales, Autonomy, Competence and Relatedness,
that measure motivation. Autonomy, according to Deci and Ryan (1985a), is to act “in
accordance with one’s self--it means feeling free and volitional in one’s actions” (p.3). This
requires either immediate supports for autonomy such as choice or opportunities for selfdirection. Competence “results when a person takes on and, in his or her own view, meets
optimal challenges” (p.66). Additionally, effectance-promoting feedback and freedom from
demeaning evaluations were all found to facilitate intrinsic motivation (Ryan & Deci, 2000).
Relatedness is the “need to love and be loved, to care and be cared for” (p.88). The Autonomy
subscale has seven questions and measures levels of autonomy, Competence has six questions
and measures the subjects’ self-reported competence and Relatedness has eight questions and
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measures relationships with coworkers. A mean score for motivation and subscores for
Autonomy, Competence and Relatedness is displayed in Table 4-4.
Table 4-4
Levels of Motivation and Basic Needs and Subscale Averages

Motivation Scores
Autonomy
Competence
Relatedness
Overall motivation

N

Minimum

Maximum

Mean

265
265
265
265

1.57
2.67
2.00
3.23

7.00
7.00
7.00
7.00

4.73
5.76
5.67
5.39

Std.
Deviation
.93
.82
.75
.66

Of the three subscores, Autonomy had the lowest score (M=4.73). Competence had the
highest subscore (M=5.76). Motivation levels and performance ratings are displayed in Table 45. There are motivation scores for 28 categories that include the overall evaluation ratings of
distinguished and proficient scores and the distinguished and proficient ratings in each of the six
IPSSL standards. Of the 28 categories, motivation levels are higher for principals rated
distinguished in 27 categories. Table 4-6 displays principal motivation levels based on school
size. Overall motivation scores and the three motivation subscale scores are higher in small
schools. Key study variable correlations are displayed in Table 4-7 to 4-10. There are 44
variables for which correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed). There are five variables
for which correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed). All the significant correlations are
positive relationships.

Table 4-5
Motivation Levels and Evaluation Ratings

Evaluation rating

Standard 1 rating

Standard 2 rating

Standard 3 rating

Standard 4 rating

Standard 5 rating

Standard 6 rating

Overall
motivation
N
Mean( sd)

Autonomy

Competence

Relatedness

N

Mean (sd)

N

Mean (sd)

N

Mean (sd)

Proficient

120

5.20 (.65)

120

4.53 (.91)

120

5.51 (.86)

120

5.55 (.80)

Distinguished

135

5.56 (.58)

135

4.87 (.90)

135

5.98 (.67)

135

5.81 (.66)

Proficient

127

5.24 (.65)

127

4.57 (.65)

127

5.56 (.85)

127

5.59 (.80)

Distinguished

118

5.57 (.58)

118

4.93 (.85)

118

5.98 (.70)

118

5.79 (.65)

Proficient

106

5.32 (.67)

106

4.69 (.90)

106

5.66 (.84)

106

5.61 (.81)

Distinguished

133

5.47 (.59)

133

4.80 (.89)

133

5.86 (.72)

133

5.72 (.67)

Proficient

132

5.30 (.64)

132

4.62 (.97)

132

5.60 (.83)

132

5.66 (.72)

Distinguished

114

5.48 (.63)

114

4.62 (.97)

114

5.92 (.75)

114

5.70 (.76)

Proficient

103

5.20 (.70)

103

4.55 (.95)

103

5.57 (.86)

103

5.48 (.87)

Distinguished

142

5.51 (.54)

142

4.85 (.86)

142

5.90 (.70)

142

5.81 (.60)

Proficient

93

5.22 (.64)

93

4.57 (.92)

93

5.54 (.84)

93

5.58 (.83)

Distinguished

153

5.47 (.63)

153

4.81 (.89)

153

5.88 (.77)

153

5.72 (.68)

Proficient

119

5.26 (.65)

119

4.60 (.92)

119

5.55 (.83)

119

5.63 (.78)

Distinguished

123

5.51 (.61)

123

4.86 (.86)

123

5.98 (.70)

123

5.72 (.68)
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Table 4-6
Levels of Motivation Based on School Size
Motivation
Overall
Autonomy
Competence
Relatedness

School size
Small
Large
Small
Large
Small
Large
Small
Large

N

Mean

143
38
143
38
143
38
143
38

5.40
5.31
4.76
4.55
5.73
5.72
5.68
5.67

Std.
Deviation
.61
.67
.90
.98
.82
.84
.71
.67

Table 4-7
Correlations of Key Study Variables
Measure
Overall Rating
Standard 1 Rating
Standard 2 Rating
Standard 3 Rating
Standard 4 Rating
Standard 5 Rating
Standard 6 Rating
Autonomy
Competence
Relatedness
Test Scores
Experience
Student Growth

1
.69**
.67**
.61**
.62**
.53**
.62**
.16**
.31**
.20**
.29**
.14*
.37**

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

.51**
.58**
.54**
.55**
.58**
.22**
.28**
.18**
.25**
.19**
.27**

.56**
.45**
.36**
.47**
.10
.23**
.11
.23**
.22**
.26**

.39**
.48**
.54**
.09
.23**
.07
.26**
.18**
.19**

.52**
.50**
.17**
.28**
.23**
.10
.02
.19**

.50**
.13*
.22**
.11
.16*
.07
.17**

.13*
.31**
.12
.16*
.06
.23**

.44**
.36**
.01
.01
-.11

.46**
-.06
.12
.05

.06
.08
-.02

.21**
.23**

.09

-

**p < .01; *p < .05
Table 4-8
Correlations of Key Study Variables in Rural Schools
Measure
Overall Rating
Autonomy
Competence
Relatedness
Motivation
Student Growth
Standard 1
Standard 2
Standard 3
Standard 4
Standard 5
Standard 6
Test Scores

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

.43**
.26*
.79**
-.10
.18
-.07
-.02
.17
.10
.14
.05

.44**
.80**
.04
.27*
.15
.18
.31**
.28*
.28*
-.04

.70**
-.03
.15
.16
.08
.22
.25*
.07
.17

-.04
.25*
.09
.09
.29**
.26*
.21
.31*

.28*
.28*
.24*
.22
.33**
.40**
.31*

.36**
.60**
.55**
.57**
.67**
.38*

.46**
.42**
.37**
.40**
.32*

.46**
.56**
.54**
.22

.58**
.55**
.26*

.59**
.31*

.28*

-
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**p < .01; *p < .05

1
.05
.28*
.23*
.23*
.40**
.63**
.00
.60**
.66**
.69**
.64*
.41**

Table 4-9
Correlations of Key Study Variables in Urban Schools
Measure

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

Overall Rating
Autonomy
Competence
Relatedness
Motivation

.04
.30*
.28*
.25

.55*
.26*
.82**

.35**
.83**

.66**

-

Student Growth

.27*

-.21

-.03

.02

-.11

-

Standard 1

.79**

.10

.31*

.11

.21

.22

-

Standard 2

.76**

.21

.37**

.12

.31*

.27

.78**

-

Standard 3

.62**

.03

.36**

.19

.23

.07

.66**

.56**

-

Standard 4

.73**

.16

.26

.30*

.30*

.23

.57**

.53**

.40**

-

Standard 5

.51**

.06

.20

.13

.16

.12

.57**

.49**

.49**

.57**

-

Standard 6

.56**

.04

.36**

.16

.23

.14

.57**

.54**

.56**

.54**

.48**

-

Test Scores

.18

-.23

-.08

-.02

.14

.24

.17

.02

.27

-.08

.06

.01

13

-

**p < .01; *p < .05
Table 4-10
Correlations of Key Study Variables in Suburban Schools

**p < .01; *p < .05

1
.26**
.33**
.16
.33**
.39**
.65**
.64**
.59**
.53**
.45**
.61**
.24*

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

.35**
.42**
.76**
-.09
.30**
.07
.14
.15
.19*
.14
-.02

.49**
.79**
.08
.30**
.20*
.20*
.29*
.20*
.32**
-.09

.80**
-.03
.24**
.07
.01
.20*
.02
.11
.02

-.01
.35**
.15
.15
.27**
.18
.24**
.10

.28**
.22*
.20*
.15
.10
.15
.14

.41**
.49**
.51**
.53**
.50**
.14

.59**
.40**
.31**
.42**
.20*

.31**
.41**
.50**
.23*

.43**
.42**
.05

.46**
.15

.10

-
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Measure
Overall Rating
Autonomy
Competence
Relatedness
Motivation
Student Growth
Standard 1
Standard 2
Standard 3
Standard 4
Standard 5
Standard 6
Test Scores
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Research Question 2
What are the differences in principals’ motivation levels and overall performance evaluation
rating and rating in each IPSSL standard?
Ha1: There is a statistically significant difference between motivation levels and overall
performance evaluation rating and rating in each IPSSL standard.

Twenty eight independent-sample t tests were conducted to compare the motivation level
scores for proficient and distinguished overall performance evaluation ratings and rating in each
of the six IPSSL standards. The tests compared differences in overall motivation and the
subscales of motivation (Autonomy, Competence, Relatedness) within the evaluation rating and
each rating in the six IPSSL standards. There was a significant difference in overall motivation
scores between Proficient (M = 5.20, SD = .65) and Distinguished (M = 5.55, SD = .58; t (253) =
-4.60, p =< .001, two-tailed). The magnitude of the differences in the means (mean difference =
.35, 95% CI:-.51 to -.20) was moderate (eta squared = .08). Table 11 displays the differences for
all the performance ratings for each of the six IPSSL standards and the motivation levels. Of the
28 different combinations, there were 21 instances of statistically significant differences in mean
scores (Table 4-11).
An independent-sample t test was conducted to compare the Competence levels for
principals with ten or more years of experience and principals with less than ten years of
experience. There was a significant difference in Competence scores between principals with ten
or more years experience (M = 5.91, SD = .75) and principals with less than ten years experience
(M = 5.67, SD = .82; t (252) = 2.25, p =< .05, two-tailed). The magnitude of the differences in
the means (mean difference = .24, 95% CI: .03 to .45) was small (eta squared = .02).
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Table 4-11
T Test Differences in Motivation Levels and Evaluation Ratings Effect Sizes
Evaluation

Motivation

t

p value

Overall

Overall
Autonomy
Competence
Relatedness
Overall
Autonomy
Competence
Relatedness
Overall
Autonomy
Competence
Relatedness
Overall
Autonomy
Competence
Relatedness
Overall
Autonomy
Competence
Relatedness
Overall
Autonomy
Competence
Relatedness
Overall
Autonomy
Competence
Relatedness

-4.605
-2.980
-4.743
-2.870
-4.156
-3.290
-4.205
-2.156
-1.852
-1.001
-2.150
-1.221
-2.231
-1.647
-3.123
-.411
-3.822
-2.521
-3.257
-3.292
-2.879
-2.022
-3.202
-1.426
-3.152
-2.235
-4.349
-.794

p < .01
p < .01
p < .01
p < .01
p < .01
p < .01
p < .01
p < .05
Ns
Ns
p < .05
Ns
p < .05
Ns
p < .01
Ns
p < .01
p < .01
p < .01
p < .01
p < .01
p < .05
p < .01
Ns
p < .01
p < .05
p < .01
Ns

Standard 1

Standard 2

Standard 3

Standard 4

Standard 5

Standard 6

Effect Sizes
Cohen’s d
.08, moderate
.03, small
.08, moderate
.03, small
.07, moderate
.04, small
.07, moderate
.02, small
.01, small
.004, small
.02, small
.006, small
.02, small
.01, small
.04, small
.0006, small
.06, moderate
.03, small
.04, small
.04, small
.03, small
.02, small
.04, small
.008, small
.04, small
.02, small
.07, moderate
.002, small
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Research Question 3
R3: What are the differences in motivation levels by school demographics?
Ho1: There are no statistically significant differences between motivation levels and school
demographics.

A one-way between-groups analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to explore the
different levels of motivation, as measured by the Basic Psychological Needs Scale (BPNS),
based on school demographics (Table 12). The school demographics (Table 4-13) were the
independent variable and the motivation levels were the dependent variable. For the current
study three categories were used to define school demographics: Urban, Suburban and Rural.
There was not a statistical significant difference between overall motivation and school
demographics, F (2, 259) = 1.35, p = .262.
A one-way between-groups multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was performed
to investigate motivation subscores with school demographics (Table 14). Three dependent
variables were used: Competence, Autonomy and Relatedness. Three independent variables were
used: Urban, Suburban and Rural. There was not a statistical significant difference between
motivation subscores and school demographics using Wilks’ lambda, F (6, 514) = 1.51, p = .172.
Table 4-12
ANOVA
Sum of
Squares
Between Groups

1.093

Df

Mean Square

F

Sig.

2

.546

1.346

.262

.406

Within Groups

105.142

259

Totals

106.234

261
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Table 4-13
Levels of Motivation Based on School Demographics
Motivation
Overall

Autonomy

Competence

Relatedness

School
demographics
Rural
Urban
Suburban
Total
Rural
Urban
Suburban
Total
Rural
Urban
Suburban
Total
Rural
Urban
Suburban
Total

N

Minimum

Maximum

Mean

82
60
120
262
82
60
120
262
82
60
120
262
82
60
120
262

3.62
3.75
3.23
3.23
1.58
1.86
2.00
1.57
4.00
4.00
2.67
2.67
3.75
3.75
2.00
2.00

6.69
6.65
6.71
6.71
7.00
6.71
6.43
7.00
7.00
7.00
7.00
7.00
6.88
7.00
7.00
7.00

5.46
5.28
5.37
5.37
4.87
4.45
4.73
4.71
5.79
5.75
5.72
5.75
5.71
5.64
5.65
5.66

Std.
Deviation
.58
.68
.65
.64
.89
.99
.86
.91
.72
.87
.85
.81
.68
.78
.79
.75

Table 4-14
MANOVA Results for Motivation SubScores by School Demographics

Variable
School Demographics

Wilks’ Λ

df, error df

F

p value

.966

6,514

1.51

Ns

Exploratory Follow-up Analysis to Research Question 3
What are the differences in motivation levels based on school size?

An independent-samples t test was conducted to compare the motivation level scores
between Small Schools and Large Schools. The dependent variable was motivation levels and the
independent variable was school size. For the purpose of this study, Small Schools were schools
with enrollment of 500 or fewer students. Large Schools were schools with enrollment of 1000
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or more students (Table 4-2). The tests compared differences in overall motivation of principals
based on the size of the school in which they worked. There was not a significant difference in
overall motivation scores between principals who worked in Small Schools (M = 5.39, SD = .61)
and principals who worked in Large Schools (M = 5.31, SD = .67); t (179) = .694, p = .428.
A one-way between-groups multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was performed to
investigate motivation subscores among principals by the school size in which they worked.
Three dependent variables were used: Competence, Autonomy and Relatedness. Two
independent variables were used: Small School and Large Schools. There was not a statistically
significant difference in motivation in subscores between principals who worked in Small
Schools and principals who worked in Large Schools on the combined dependent variables, F (6,
502) = .488, p = .847; Wilks’ lambda = .989; partial eta squared .983.

Exploratory Follow-up Analysis to Research Question 3
What are the differences in motivation levels based on school type?
A one-way between-groups analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to explore the
different levels of overall motivation, as measured by the Basic Psychological Needs Scale
(BPNS), based on school type. The independent variable was school type and the dependent
variable was motivation. For the current study three categories were used to define school type:
Elementary, Middle and High School (Table 4-15). There was not a statistically significant
difference in Motivation by School Type, F (2, 259) = .841, p = .432.
A one-way between-groups multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was performed
to investigate motivation subscores with school type (Table 4-16). Three dependent variables
were used: Competence, Autonomy and Relatedness. Three independent variables were used:
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Elementary, Middle and High School. There was not a statistically significant difference in
motivation subscores by school size using Wilks’ lambda, F (6, 514) = .198, p = .096.
Table 4-15
Levels of Motivation Based on School Type
Motivation
Overall

Autonomy

Competence

Relatedness

School type
Elementary
Middle
High School
Total
Elementary
Middle
High School
Total
Elementary
Middle
High School
Total
Elementary
Middle
High School
Total

N

Minimum

Maximum

Mean

157
52
53
262
157
52
53
262
157
52
53
262
157
52
53
262

3.62
3.23
3.98
3.23
1.57
2.29
2.43
1.57
2.67
3.83
4.00
2.67
4.00
2.00
3.75
2.00

6.65
6.71
6.69
6.71
6.71
6.14
7.00
7.00
7.00
7.00
6.83
7.00
7.00
7.00
6.88
7.00

5.39
5.28
5.42
5.38
4.67
4.68
4.88
4.71
5.76
5.72
5.72
5.75
5.74
5.43
5.68
5.67

Std.
Deviation
.61
.74
.61
.64
.92
.86
.90
.91
.82
.89
.72
.81
.67
.98
.67
.75

Table 4-16
MANOVA Results for Motivation Subscores by School Type
Variable
School type

Wilks’ Λ

df, error df

F

p value

.955

6,514

.198

Ns
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Research Question 4
What are the differences in student achievement based on the evaluation growth rating category?
Ha1: There are statistically significant differences between student achievement and evaluation
growth rating category.

A one-way between-groups analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to explore the
different levels of student test scores based on the evaluation growth rating. The independent
variables were the four growth ratings and the dependent variable was student test scores. The
test scores are the percentage of students who “meet” or “exceed” on the ISAT or PSAE. For the
current study four categories were used to define growth rating: Less Than Target, On Target,
Above Target and Much Above Target (Table 4-17). The dependent variable was Student Test
Scores. There was a statistically significant difference at the p < .01 level in the Less Than
Target and the Above Target and Much Above Target groups: F(3, 207) = 4.8, p = .003 (Table 419). There was a medium effect size of .06 calculated using eta squared. Post-hoc comparisons
using the Tukey HSD test indicated that the mean score for Less Than Target (M = 46.27, SD =
15.65) was significantly different from Above Target (M = 65.81, SD = 18.73; p<= .01) and
Much Above Target (M = 69.07, SD = 18.95; p<= .01). On Target (M = 60.56, SD = 19.19) was
not statistically different from any of the previous groups (Table 4-18).
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Table 4-17
Multiple Comparisons ANOVA Table
95% Confidence
Interval

Mean Difference
(I) growth_binned

(J) growth_binned

(I-J)

Less than target

On target

-14.28727

6.04937

.088

-29.9553

Above target

-18.22615

*

5.98820

.014

-33.7357

-22.79394

*

6.45489

.003

-39.5123

Less than target

14.28727

6.04937

.088

-1.3807

Above target

-3.93888

2.93686

.538

-11.5454

Much above target

-8.50667

3.79898

.116

-18.3461

*

5.98820

.014

2.7166

3.93888

2.93686

.538

-3.6677

-4.56779

3.70081

.606

-14.1530

*

6.45489

.003

6.0756

On target

8.50667

3.79898

.116

-1.3328

Above target

4.56779

3.70081

.606

-5.0174

Much above target
On target

Above target

Less than target

18.22615

On target
Much above target
Much above target

Std. Error

Less than target

22.79394

Sig.

Lower Bound

Table 4-18
Evaluation Growth Rating Scores
Growth rating
Less than target
On target
Above target
Much above target
Total

N

Minimum

Maximum

Mean

11
75
125
36
211

13.00
18.00
16.00
22.00
13.00

62.00
94.00
100.00
99.00
100.00

46.27
60.56
65.81
69.07
62.93

Std.
Deviation
15.65
19.19
18.73
18.95
19.24

Table 4-19
One-Way Analysis of Variance Student Test Scores and Growth Rating
Source
Between groups
Within groups
Total

df
3
207
210

SS
5048.15
72668.39

MS
1682.71
351.06

F
4.79

P
.01
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Research Question 5
R5: What are the unique motivation factors predicting student achievement?
Ho1: There are no unique motivation factors predicting student achievement.
Ha1: There are unique motivation factors predicting student achievement.
The question addressed the unique principals’ motivation factors predicting student
achievement based on the percentage of students “meeting” or “exceeding” on the ISAT or
PSAE . Multiple regression was used to assess the ability of the Basic Psychological Needs
Scale (BPNS) to predict student achievement (Table 4-20). The dependent variable was student
test scores and the independent variables were motivation factors as defined by the BPNS. For
the purpose of this study Test Score is the overall percentage of students meeting or exceeding on
state tests. The total variance explained by the model as a whole as 1.4%, F(3,213) F=.961,
p=<.412 . In the model none of the factors were statistically significant.
Table 4-20
Regression Analysis for Factors Predicting Student Achievement
Predictors
Autonomy
Competence
Relatedness
R²
F

β
.016
-.115
.110
.014
.961

SE B
.32
-2.79
2.83

95% CI
(-2.78, 3.42)
(-6.67, 1.10)
(-1.14, 6.80)

Exploratory Follow-up Analysis to Research Question 5
What are unique motivation factors of the BPNS survey predicting student achievement?
Multiple regression was used to assess the ability of the Basic Psychological Needs Scale
(BPNS) to predict student test scores (Table 4-21). The dependent variable was student test
scores and the independent variables were each question of the BPNS survey. For the purpose of
this study Test Score is the overall percentage of students meeting or exceeding on state tests.
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The BPNS survey asked principals to respond to 21 questions that measured overall motivation
levels and three sub scale scores. The responses were recorded using a Likert scale ranging from
1 (not true at all) to 7 (very true). The total variance explained by the model as a whole was
18.5%, F(21,195) F=1.885, p=<.05. In the final model four variables were statistically
significant: Question 7, “I keep to myself” (beta = -.252, p =< .01), Question 9, “people are
friends” (beta = .166, p =< .05), Question 10, “learn new skills” (beta = -.175, p =< .05); and
finally Question 19, “do not feel capable” (beta = -.173, p =< .05). Questions 7 and 9 are part
of the Relatedness subscale while questions ten and nineteen are part of the Competence
subscale. Questions 7 and 19 are reversed scored.
Table 4-21
Regression Analysis for BPNS Factors Predicting Student Achievement
Predictors
Question seven -“I keep to myself”
Question nine - “people are friends”
Question ten – “learn new skills”
Question nineteen – “do not feel capable”
R²
F

Β
-.252
.166
-.175
-.173
.185
1.885

SE B
-4.30
2.24
-2.53
-2.78

95% CI
(-7.02, -1.59)
(.05, 4.44)
(-5.00, -.06)
(-5.36, -.21)

Exploratory Follow-up Analysis to Research Question 5
What are unique evaluations ratings factors predicting student achievement?
Multiple regression was used to assess the ability of evaluation ratings on each IPSSL
standard to predict student test scores (Table 4-22). The dependent variable was student test
scores and the independent variables were ratings on each of the six standards of the IPSSL
standards. The total variance explained by the model as a whole was 9.3%, F(6,197) F=3.36
p=<.05. In the final model none of the six IPSSL variables were statistically significant.
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Table 4-22
Regression Analysis for IPSSL Ratings Predicting Student Achievement
Predictors
Standard One
Standard Two
Standard Three
Standard Four
Standard Five
Standard Six
R²
F

Β
.135
.076
.138
-.034
.018
-.012
.093
3.36

SE B
4.84
2.65
4.97
-1.25
.661
-.408

95% CI
(-1.02, 13.09)
(-2.26, 9.76)
(-1.51, 12.01)
(-9.82, 3.08)
(-5.59, 7.47)
(-7.70, 5.18)

Summary

The results of the descriptive statistics performed from the study show different levels of
motivation based on demographic data and differences in the three subscores of Autonomy,
Relatedness and Competence. Of the three subscores, Autonomy had the lowest score and
Competence had the highest subscore. The most common evaluation score reported by
principals was Distinguished. No principals reported having an Unsatisfactory and only 1.5%
reported having a Needs Improvement. In the six IPSSL standards Proficient and Distinguished
were the most common ratings.

Administrators who work in Rural districts reported the

highest levels of overall motivation and administrators in Urban districts reported the lowest
overall level of motivation.
Multiple t tests were performed to measure the differences in motivation levels between
principals with Proficient and Distinguished ratings in each IPSSL Standard and overall
evaluation rating. Measurements were also conducted on motivation levels and each of the six
IPSSL performance standards. The results indicated statistical significance in 21 of the 28 t tests
with a small to medium effect size. A series of t tests, MANOVAs and ANOVAs were
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conducted to analyze differences in motivation levels based on school demographics, school size
and school types. None of these measures indicated statistically significant differences. An
ANOVA was conducted to measure differences in student test scores based on the student
growth rating received by principals in their evaluation. A medium effect size was calculated
with differences in growth ratings and test scores. Finally, multiple regression was used to assess
the ability of the Basic Psychological Needs Scale (BPNS) to predict unique factors of
motivation that predict student test scores. There were four questions that indicated statistical
significance on test scores. Multiple regression was also used to assess the ability of the IPSSL
ratings to predict unique factors to predict test scores. None of the variables were statistically
significant.
In this chapter a review and presentation of the research data findings and a summary of
data analysis were conducted. The next chapter will summarize the study and provide
conclusions and recommendations for future research, practice and policy.

CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Background

The purpose of this chapter is to provide an overview of the findings, discuss the findings
of this study in relation to the self-determination theory (SDT) of motivation and the new
expectations for principal performance created by the Performance Evaluation Reform Act
(PERA), and make recommendations for future research as well as policy and practice.
The adoption of PERA has many facets worth exploring. PERA is Illinois’ attempt to
change how the performance of principals is evaluated by including student outcomes. PERA is
a state initiative that was rooted in the efforts put forth as Illinois attempted, and failed, to pursue
between 200 and 400 million dollars in federal grant money as part of the Race to the Top
program (Leu, 2011). Race to the Top (RTTT) grant funding was developed to create innovation
in public education, to achieve significant improvements in student achievement, close
achievement gaps, improve college and career readiness and improve reforms in measuring
student growth to inform teachers and administrators about how they can improve instruction
(U.S. Department of Education, 2009). PERA legislation is the next iteration of the
accountability movement that focuses on student achievement as part of the principal
performance outcomes. The addition of student growth, via PERA, to principals’ evaluation is
the newest reform effort created to improve student achievement (Leu, 2011).
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Changes created by the adoption of PERA focused on student achievement and linking a
minimum of 30% of the performance evaluation of principals to student performance outcomes.
(Illinois Principals Association & Illinois Association of School Boards, 2012). The current
study sought to analyze how this new state accountability effort would impact principal
motivation, principal performance and ultimately student performance. I selected the selfdetermination theory of motivation to study principal motivation and performance in relation to
student achievement. The self-determination theory (SDT) of motivation is a theory used to
study motivation and work performance (Deci & Ryan, 2008). Student achievement data was
also needed for this study as the inclusion of student achievement data in evaluations was a key
component to the changes with PERA.
Any study that discusses and compares student achievement data would be incomplete if
school demographics were not included. Social scientists have long recognized that student test
scores are heavily impacted by student demographics (Brooks-Gunn & Duncan, 1997). The
current study analyzed connections among motivation, performance evaluation, school
demographics, and student achievement to gain a greater understanding of the impact PERA
could have on principal motivation and principal performance. This led to four constructs
(motivation, performance evaluation, school demographics and student achievement) that guided
the research. PERA has linked student achievement to the performance of principals, thus
creating the constructs for performance evaluation, student achievement and school
demographics. The SDT model of motivation posits that performance is enhanced with increased
levels of motivation and the nurturing of three basic needs: autonomy, relatedness and
competence. The satisfaction of these basic needs will increase intrinsic motivation and
ultimately principal performance (Deci & Ryan, 1985a).
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There were 265 principals who completed a survey for this study. Forty-five percent
reported working in a suburban environment, 30% were rural and 23% were urban. Sixty percent
of the respondents reported that a majority of their students met or exceeded standards on state
assessments. For the purpose of this study, performance evaluation was based on the principals’
self-reported ratings of their overall evaluation and subscores on the six IPSSL standards.
Motivation scores were based on the results of the Basic Psychological Needs Scale (BPNS).
The BPNS has been used in previous studies to measure motivation levels in the work
environment. Student achievement was based on the principals’ self-reported scores on the
average school score on the ISAT and PSAE while principals reported the school demographics
as urban, suburban or rural.

Discussion of Findings

The findings in the four constructs of this study were the result of analyzing the
connections among motivation, performance evaluation, school demographics and student
achievement in terms of motivation levels, performance levels and student achievement.
Descriptive statistics led to findings that indicate 96% of principals received either Proficient or
Distinguished ratings while only 60% had schools that were meeting state standards for student
achievement. Multiple independent t tests revealed statistically significant findings in
differences of motivation levels between principals with Proficient ratings and Distinguished
ratings. Those same t tests also revealed statistically significant findings in the overall
performance evaluation rating and the ratings in the six Illinois Performance Standards for
School Leaders (IPSSL) of Proficient and Distinguished principals. Based on the t test results,
principals with Distinguished ratings had statistically significantly higher motivation levels than
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principals with Proficient ratings. No statistically significant findings were discovered when
ANOVA and MANOVA analyses compared principal motivation levels by school
demographics, school type, and school size. However, ANOVA indicated statistically significant
findings in student achievement for principals with different ratings on the student growth
portion of their evaluation. Principals with higher growth ratings on their evaluations had
statistically significantly higher student achievement scores on the state assessment. Finally, no
statistically significant findings occurred when a multiple regression was used to explore the
relationship between student test scores and principal motivation levels. However, additional
exploratory studies found statistically significant findings when individual questions from the
BPNS were used to predict student test scores.
Motivation and Performance Evaluation

Motivation levels, as defined by the SDT model, were collected using the Basic
Psychological Needs Scale (BPNS). The BPNS is a set of questionnaires that assess the degree
to which people feel satisfaction of the three basic needs: Autonomy, Competence and
Relatedness. Satisfaction of these basic needs can improve motivation levels and ultimately
improve performance (Deci & Ryan, 1985a). The purpose of selecting the work environment
questionnaire was to assess the levels of intrinsic motivation and work performance. There were
two research predictions in this study regarding intrinsic motivation and work performance.
First, based on the SDT model of motivation and performance, the researcher predicted higher
performance levels for principals who had higher motivation levels. This prediction was
supported. The overall motivation scores and the motivation subscores were analyzed using 28
independent t tests. The t tests compared the motivation levels between Distinguished principals
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and Proficient principals in their overall ratings and in each of the six IPSSL standards. Of the
28 different combinations, there were 21 instances of statistically significantly higher mean
motivation scores for Distinguished principals (see Table 4-11). Based on other SDT studies
with similar variables (Deci et al., 2001), this outcome was expected. There was a significant
difference in overall motivation scores between Proficient (M = 5.20, SD = .65) and
Distinguished (M = 5.55, SD = .58). The magnitude of the differences in the means (mean
difference = .35, 95% CI:-.51 to -.20) was moderate (eta squared = .08). This is the most
significant finding in the study, as it is the foundation of the SDT model, which states that
increased motivation levels indicate increased levels of performance (Baard et al., 2004). This
finding indicates that a focus on motivation levels could yield more productive principals as
rated by their performance evaluations.
Recent accountability reforms emphasize principal evaluation as a strategy to improve
student outcomes (Mendels, 2012). This strategy can be linked to two ideas that have manifested
from the literature. First, there is research on the positive impact principals have on student
achievement (Leithwood, Louis, Anderson, & Wahlstrom, 2004a). Additionally, there has been
criticism that principals are underprepared by the training and professional development they
receive from the universities (Darling-Hammond et al., 2007). However, these external
accountability reforms to improve principal performance and ultimately student achievement
contradict the literature on motivation and performance (Deci, Koestner, & Ryan, 1999a).
External controls such as financial incentives, pressured evaluations, job security or artificial
quotas are often used as extrinsic motivators and did not improve performance ( Barrick &
Mount, 1991; Benabou & Tirole, 2009; Herzberg, 1987a; Ryan & Deci, 2000; Shipley, 1983). In
fact, systems of power used to control, motivate, and direct others have been found to result in

85
higher absenteeism, a loss of autonomy, feelings of frustration, and perceptions of injustice
(Lawrence & Robinson, 2007). The better approach to improving motivation, and ultimately
performance, is to create intrinsically motivated employees (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Ryan &
Deci, 2000). Autonomy and conscientiousness are two traits that indicate high-performing
employees (Barrick & Mount, 1991). In supporting the SDT model’s identification of autonomy
as need for motivation, Shipley (1983) explains, "Individuals who have control over their own
work, control over resources, personal accountability, and autonomy to make important decisions
regarding their work will have higher job satisfaction than those who do not have these powers"
(pp. 98-99).
Further analysis of the t tests comparing differences in mean motivation scores between
Proficient and Distinguished principals indicate Competence was the only variable of the three
basic needs that had moderate effect size (see Table 4-11) on the overall performance ratings. A
moderate effect size was found for the Competence scores in Standard One (Living Mission and
a Vision Focused on Results) and Standard Six (Creating and Sustaining a Culture of High
Expectations) of the IPSSL Standards, which affected the overall rating. Standard One of IPSSL
requires that the principal has the ability to work with staff and the community to build a shared
mission and vision that ensures all students are on the path for college and career readiness and
staff are held to high standards. Standard Six ensures the principal works with staff and students
to build a culture of high expectations for positive learning behaviors by focusing on socialemotional learning. The difference in motivation levels between Proficient principals and
Distinguished principals and the competences needed for Standards One and Six of the IPSSL
Standards gives insight into the characteristics of higher performing principals. Practitioners
can concentrate training efforts in a strategic way to develop Competence in principals in
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Standards One (Living Mission and a Vision Focused on Results) and Six (Creating and
Sustaining a Culture of High Expectations) of the IPSSL Standards. Those training efforts need
to be aligned with the competences needed to perform the tasks required of IPSSL Standards
One and Six.
The other two basic needs, Autonomy and Relatedness, had differences with a small
effect size for the Proficient principals compared to the Distinguished principals who had higher
levels of Autonomy and Relatedness. However, the t tests indicate differences with a moderate
effect size among the Proficient principals and the Distinguished principals who had higher
levels of Competence. The satisfaction of the basic needs produces higher motivation levels,
which in turn produces higher performance levels (Baard et al., 2004). All three basic needs
displayed statistically significant higher differences in scores between Distinguished principals
and Proficient principals, with Distinguished principals having the higher motivation scores.
However, Competence had a larger effect size and therefore had a bigger impact on the
difference in overall motivation scores. This indicates that a focus on satisfying the three basic
needs will result in improved performance for principals, but differences in Competence appear
more prevalent and could be a bigger priority for improving principal performance.
A t test of the mean Competence scores based on the years of experience of principals
showed statistically significant differences. Competence scores for principals with ten or more
years of experience had higher scores than those of principals with less than ten years of
experience. Principals with ten or more years of experience had a mean Competence score (M =
5.90, SD = .75) and principals with less than ten years of experience had a mean (M = 5.67, SD =
.82). The magnitude of the differences in the means (mean difference = .24, 95% CI:.30 to .45)
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was small (eta squared = .02) Knowing that Competence scores are higher among more
experienced principals is important when creating supports to the performance of principals.
The second prediction related to motivation and evaluation included school demographics
as having an impact on motivation and ultimately performance evaluation. For the current study,
three categories were used to define school demographics: Urban, Suburban and Rural. This
prediction was not supported, as the differences in motivation levels of principals in different
demographic settings were not statistically significant. Multiple MANOVAs and ANOVAs were
conducted to explore the differences of overall motivation in or between different demographic
settings as measured by the BPNS. Administrators who work in Rural districts reported the
highest levels of overall motivation, and administrators in Urban districts reported the lowest
overall level of motivation. While these findings are not statistically significant, it is noted that
the lower scores occur among principals working in Urban settings. Lower scores would be
consistent to findings in other studies that include school demographics. The literature suggests
that working conditions in urban settings are more likely to have low student achievement, high
turnover of staff members, poor facilities, less resources and fewer materials for students than in
suburban or rural settings (Horng, 2009).
In the current study, data shows that motivation is lower for Urban settings, but not at a
statistically significant level. Lashway (2003) presents evidence that urban schools are
characterized by high-poverty students, low test scores, high staff turnover, and unusually large
numbers of teachers who are inexperienced, provisionally certified, or teaching out of their field.
It is important to recognize this difference, as policymakers have created a policy that impacts
leaders in these schools without consideration of the different challenges that exist. If PERA
legislation is intended to use student achievement data to measure principal performance, and

88
school demographics impact student achievement, then the demographics of the school should be
considered in PERA. Currently, the evaluation instruments do not accommodate for the different
working conditions of schools with different demographic settings. All principals are evaluated
with the same criteria regardless of school demographics. The literature (Cravens et al., 2012;
Hart et al., 2008; Sartain, Lauren;Stoelinga & Brown, 2011) makes the argument that there are
differences in the working conditions. For principals to be successful in these different
environments, consideration should be given to provide differentiated support for those
principals. The pressure to achieve higher test scores may cause role conflict as principals strive
to exert greater control of curriculum and instruction from the teachers (Catano & Stronge 2007).
This role conflict could be detrimental to the relationships between teachers and the principal and
negatively influence Relatedness levels of the principal.

Summary of Motivation and Evaluation Discussion

Findings in the motivation and evaluation construct are supported by literature on SDT.
In the current study, there are positive connections between intrinsic motivation and performance
levels (Deci & Ryan, 2008). The t tests compared the motivation levels between distinguished
principals and proficient principals in their overall ratings and each of the six IPSSL standards.
Of the 28 different combinations, there were 21 instances of statistically significant differences
in the mean scores with Distinguished principals scoring higher than Proficient principals (see
Table 4-11). Further analysis of these findings reveals three meaningful takeaways. First,
Competence was the basic need that had the larger effect size and was more likely to correlate to
the principal’s rating. Second, principals with ten years of experience have significantly higher
levels of Competence than those with less than ten years of experience. Finally, the difference in
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Competence scores between principals with Proficient ratings and Distinguished ratings had a
moderate effect size for Standard One and Standard Six of the IPSSL standards. The complexity
of the principal’s work makes it difficult to accurately and fairly evaluate performance (Clifford
& Ross, n.d.). However, these findings make it easier to narrow the focus on leading indicators
of motivation and narrow the focus to improve the performance levels of principals. The
continued focus on principal effectiveness and accountability has resulted in a number of new
models for principal evaluation (Williamson, 2010), including Illinois’s version in the form of
PERA. While there is a lack of in-depth research about principal evaluation, it has been
determined that systems are more efficient for evaluation of teachers than principals (Cravens et
al., 2012; Peterson, 1991; Reeves, 2004; Stufflebeam & Nevo, 1993). The current study’s
findings assist in identifying the characteristics of high-performing principals and can support the
effort to improve principal effectiveness and accountability.

Student Achievement and Performance Evaluation/Motivation

There were also two predictions regarding principal performance and student academic
performance. The first prediction was that principals with higher levels of student growth would
have higher percentages of students meeting or exceeding on state assessments. The second
prediction utilized multiple regression to assess the ability of the BPNS to predict student
achievement.
Analysis of descriptive statistics on the principal performance rating for the student
growth portion of the performance evaluation indicated mixed outcomes. For the student growth
portion of the evaluation, the principal and supervisor agree on student growth goals to be used
in the evaluation. The principal can receive four ratings in this category: “Much Above Target,”
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“Above Target,” “On Target,” and “Less Than Target.” This portion of the evaluation comprises
at least 30% of the overall principal evaluation rating. Nearly 93% of principals in the current
study were rated in the “Much Above Target,” “Above Target,” or “On Target,” categories
while only 4.9% were in the “Less Than Target” category. However, 60% of the principals
reported their school “met” or “exceeded” state standards on the state assessments.
Conversely, 40% of the principals reported that the school did not meet state standards,
but only 4.9% did not meet their student growth target. If 93% of principals are meeting their
growth target, more than 60% of the schools should meet or exceed state standards. It is apparent
therefore that the ratings for principal performance are not aligned to the academic performance
in the schools. The ratings given by supervisors could be inflated as they are not close to the
academic performance of the schools or this could indicate there is no relationship between
principal rating and student achievement, which brings to question the value of PERA as an
educational reform strategy created to improve student outcomes through the performance rating
of principals (Illinois Principals Association & Illinois Association of School Boards, 2012).
Another possible explanation is bias in the principal rating system. The evidence of bias in
performance evaluations may be attributed to personal relationships, psychic costs of
communicating poor performance, appraisal outcomes impacting merit, or evaluations leading to
promotions that contribute to leniency in the rating (Prendergast & Topel, 1993). This bias may
lead to subjectivity in the evaluation process. Obtaining accurate and reliable performance
ratings is a challenge faced in most employment settings (Raymond & Houston, 1990).
For PERA to be more effective and reliable in attributing student growth data to principal
performance, there would need to more analysis on the evaluation bias that could be inflating
performance ratings. Aside from eliminating the typical subjectivity that can occur in
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performance ratings, PERA makes it more difficult to give an objective rating by including
spurious student growth data for between 30% to 50% of the overall rating. When the rating
itself is questionable in accurately gauging the principal’s rating, one has to question how this
can be considered a school reform effort. The findings summarized above show a disconnect
between the principal ratings and student achievement. The findings also bring into question the
practicality of PERA as an educational reform strategy.
A Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient was computed to assess the
relationship between evaluation rating and student growth. There was a positive correlation
between the two variables in all demographic settings: Rural schools ( r = .40, n = 81, p = .00),
Urban schools ( r = .27, n = 57, p = .04), and Suburban schools ( r = .39, n = 117, p = .00).
These are low positive correlations, with Urban having the lowest correlation. In the current
study, correlations between evaluation rating and student growth demographics indicated a lower
correlation in Urban environments, which is consistent with the motivation scores in Urban
environments found in this study. The challenges of the work are compounded in Urban schools
that are characterized by students with high-poverty backgrounds, low test scores, high staff
turnover, and unusually large numbers of teachers who are inexperienced, provisionally certified,
or teaching out of their field (Lashway, 2003). Based on the literature, analyses were needed to
explore Urban settings to fully review the constructs of this study.
It is important to look at these correlations to continue the analysis of the study, and these
variables are key components to the discussion about principal evaluations and student growth.
While the correlation is low, there is a positive correlation between the student growth and
evaluation rating. The literature on the positive correlation on principal leadership and student
achievement supports the focus on principal leadership development to improve academic
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outcomes for students (Marzano et al., 2003). However, it does not indicate that linking student
test scores to individual performance ratings is practical (Porter et al., 2010). Educational reform
efforts to improve principal leadership can be implemented without linking those improved
efforts to student growth.
An ANOVA was used to explore the different levels of student test scores based on the
principals’ evaluation growth rating. The growth rating has four categories: Less Than Target,
On Target, Above Target, and Much Above Target. There was a statistically significant
difference in student test scores among principals with Above Target or Much Above Target
ratings and student test scores of principals with a Less Than Target rating, with student test
scores being higher at schools where the principal was Above Target or Much Above Target.
From this finding one can conclude those principals who worked in schools with a higher
percentage of students meeting or exceeding expectations on the state tests were also more likely
to be above or much above their student growth goal rating portion of their evaluation. This is
worth further exploration as the major change with PERA implementation was the inclusion of
student growth. The growth ratings are based on goals agreed upon by the principal and the
supervisor and there is no standard criterion for all principals to meet. The success of principals
meeting their growth targets may have more to do with picking a low target than actually leading
the school to greater academic success. The fact is there is no empirical evidence value-added or
growth-model evaluations actually improve performance or student outcomes (Di Carlo, 2012).
The growth rating is, minimally, 30% of the overall evaluation rating given to principals and
could be as much as 50%. This is a significant portion of the overall rating, and the validity of
the growth rating is not clear. To accurately measure growth, one needs to think about change in
a multidimensional way rather than using a single one-dimensional model (Reckase, 2012). The
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growth model implemented under PERA is not multidimensional; it is a target agreed on by the
principal and evaluator.
The second prediction regarding student achievement and principal performance utilized
multiple regression to assess the ability of the BPNS to predict student achievement. The
subscales of Autonomy, Competence and Relatedness were used as the independent variables.
The dependent variable was student test scores. None of the factors were statistically significant
predictors. An exploratory follow-up analysis was conducted to assess the ability of the
individual questions from the BPNS to predict student test scores. Of the 21 questions on the
BPNS survey, four were statistically significant predictors. The total variance explained by the
model as a whole was 18.5%, F(21,195) F=1.885, p=<.05. In the final model four variables that
were statistically significant included Question 7, “I keep to myself”; Question 9, “people are
friends”; Question 10, “learn new skills”; and finally Question 19, “do not feel capable.”
Questions 7 and 9 are part of the Relatedness subscale, while Questions 10 and 19 are part of the
Competence subscale.
The two Relatedness questions correlate to the literature on schools with collaborative
environments leading to higher student performance (Day, 2000). Question 7, “I keep to
myself,” is a reversed-scored question and in the regression showed a negative predictor to
predicting test scores. Principals who keep to themselves would struggle to lead a collaborative
environment. The literature on collaborative environments and principals being the instructional
leader or learning leader, as Fullan (2014) prefers to call it, indicate better outcomes for students
and teachers. Question 9, “people are friends,” showed a positive prediction to student
achievement. A work environment in which the principal views colleagues as friends is created
in a trusting collaborative setting (Day, 2000). Perhaps principals who become learning leaders
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who work closely with teachers on common PLC goals aligned to building goals are able to more
quickly build trusting relationships forged around common goals (Vescio, Ross, & Adams,
2008). This finding is valuable, as it can guide decision making for programs supporting
principal performance. Transforming teaching and learning at the administrative level is a
collaborative process that allows principals and teachers opportunities to work together to solve
problems of practice (Wagner, 2006); this aligns with the relatedness of SDT.
The two Competence questions are consistent with the literature on professional
development for principals. Principals who have more robust professional development
experiences will be more successful on the job (Fullan, 2002). Those professional development
experiences could be aligned to address the issues presented by the two Competence questions
from the BPNS. It is also possible that experience, in and of itself, can be a form of professional
development. Both Questions 10 and 19 are negative predictors of student achievement. The
findings for Question 19 indicate the less capable a principal feels on the job, the lower the
student achievement results. This seems like a very logical data point as the literature supports a
principal’s impact on student achievement. In fact, an average effect size of .25 was found
correlating effective principal leadership to student achievement (Marzano et al., 2003).
However, Question 10 also showed a negative predication. The more likely principals are
learning new skills on the job, the lower the outcomes for student achievement will be. Initially,
this seems counterintuitive. However, when people are learning new skills on the job, it is likely
they are not fully committed to immediate tasks or do not have all of the necessary skills to do
the work. Fullan posits the acquisition of new skills and practices may result in what is regarded
as an “implementation dip” (p. 6). As leaders experience this dip, two kinds of problems occur.
First, there is the social-psychological fear of change and then a lack of technical skills and
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know- how (Fullan). This dip in performance should be considered when monitoring and
supporting the performance of a new principal. As the principal overcomes the implementation
dip, performance will eventually improve.

Summary of Student Achievement and Performance Evaluation/Motivation

The passage of PERA created a system of accountability through evaluations that uses
student growth targets as part of the overall rating for a principal. The intent appears to
demonstrate that highly rated principals are able to impact student growth, but connecting the
student growth scores to the principal’s performance can be challenging (Di Carlo, 2012).
However, the current study found a connection between the satisfaction of the three basic needs
of motivation and the increased performance level of principals. The intent of PERA is to create
an accountability system for principals via the performance evaluation that includes student
achievement, and the findings in the current study support an effort to improve the conditions
that foster Autonomy, Relatedness and Competence as a successful strategy to increased
performance. Supporting those inputs will ultimately yield higher performing principals and
higher achieving students.
Researchers have used the SDT model of measuring the positive relationship between
motivation levels and performance evaluation ratings (Deci & Ryan, 1985a). Positive
correlations were also found in the current study. The literature also connects the effectiveness
of the principal to the overall effectiveness of the school (Lashway, 1999). Principals with
higher levels of motivation should have higher performance ratings. A focus on motivation levels
would create a shift in expectations for PERA. A movement toward conditions that foster
motivation and a shift away from external accountability efforts is needed to align with best
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practice. Ultimately, this shift will lead to a more strategic approach to improving principal
performance and ultimately student achievement. Providing principals support in developing the
Competence levels, creating more Autonomy and fostering Relatedness will yield better
outcomes for principals and students.
The results of the current study also indicate a spurious connection between student
achievement and the performance ratings of the principals. The overall ratings of principals and
the student growth ratings for principals indicate success rates in the 90th percentile, but the
actual student achievement in the same schools was in the 60th percentile. This disconnect is a
concern as it leads to a false positive on the performance rating. PERA legislation has added the
student growth component to the evaluation rating of the principal, but this study is indicating
principals are getting high ratings for student growth regardless of the students’ performance on
state assessments. The continued connection of student achievement to the principal evaluation
seems superfluous when there is a 30% discrepancy in the ratings of principals and the
achievement of students. The principal’s work has enough challenges that including
inconclusive methodology to the evaluation process seems superfluous.
Current job demands for principals are characterized by overwhelming responsibilities,
information perplexity, emotional anxiety, stress, and a work environment that takes a mental
and physical toll (Sayce & Lavery, 2010). The addition of PERA, specifically the student
growth portion of the evaluation, adds an unproven accountability measure to the job and has not
demonstrated evidence that it has a positive impact on student achievement outcomes. A 2013
MetLife, Inc., study of principals reported that 75% of principals stated the job has become too
complex. The principals acknowledge the added responsibility of being the instructional leader
rather than a building manager has added complexity. This shift to leading instruction has
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developed from reform efforts to raise student achievement on standardized tests (Hart et al.,
2008). Those principals reporting job satisfaction decreased from 68% to 59% in the past five
years, with 48% reporting being under great stress several days a week, and only about 40%
saying they had a great deal of control over curriculum and instruction and/or making decisions
about removing teachers (Macia et al., 2013). Marcia et al. also found key differences in what
teachers and principals perceive to be the most important skill for principal success. Principals
rated the ability to analyze student performance data to change instruction number one, while
teachers rated classroom experience as the number one factor for principal success. In fact,
teachers rated principals’ ability to analyze student performance data to change instruction sixth
out of the seven choices provided in the survey. These differing perspectives illustrate the
challenges principals face when leading teachers as the instructional leader and could strain the
working relationships that are needed to improve Relatedness levels for principals.
Additionally, this new external accountability effort could be considered an extrinsic
motivator if principals feel pressure for student achievement results, and extrinsic motivators can
negatively impact motivation and create job dissatisfaction (Herzberg, 1987a). For example,
research on the self-determination theory (SDT) model of motivation posits that threats,
deadlines, directives, pressured evaluations and imposed goals, all external motivators, may
diminish intrinsic motivation (Ryan & Deci, 2000). Conversely, the SDT model posits that the
satisfaction of the three basic needs of intrinsic motivation (Relatedness, Autonomy,
Competence) can enhance performance. Research using the SDT model began in the 1970s, but
it was not until the 1980s that it was formally introduced and accepted as sound empirical theory
(Deci & Ryan, 2008). The SDT model of motivation is concerned with supporting our intrinsic
tendencies to behave in effective and productive ways (Deci, Koestner, & Ryan, 1999a). The
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focus is on the satisfaction of the basic needs of motivation (the inputs) first, with the intent of
improving work performance. Conversely, PERA has shifted the focus on the output of student
achievement as measurement of principal performance.

Recommendations for Policy and Practice

Central to the SDT model is the concept that the three basic psychological needs are to be
continuously satisfied for people to perform at optimal levels (Deci et al., 2001). The current
study found principals with higher performance ratings also had higher motivation levels, but not
necessarily high student achievement. This is a key finding, as school reform efforts are focused
on the performance of principals and their impact on student achievement. If reform efforts
begin to focus on the conditions that foster higher levels of motivation, performance of principals
should improve as well (Deci et al., 2001). High-performing principals can impact student
achievement by an effect size of .25 (Marzano et al., 2003). Research using the SDT model of
motivation indicates that cultivating work environments that meet the basic needs is the path to
higher performance (Deci & Ryan, 1985a). PERA legislation created an increased emphasis on
the outputs of student achievement at the risk of negatively impacting the work conditions that
foster intrinsic motivation. The SDT model of motivation is based on the premise that motivation
needs to be intrinsic and the basic psychological needs of Relatedness, Competency and
Autonomy are prerequisites for intrinsically motivated behavior (Nuland et al., 2011).
In the current study the SDT model of motivation using the BPNS provided insight into
differences in performance levels and differences in motivational levels and showed the positive
connection between motivation levels and performance evaluation ratings. The connections
between student growth and performance ratings had mixed results. Principals with higher
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ratings on the student growth portions of their evaluations worked in schools with higher student
achievement, but the student growth ratings could be subjective as there is no standardization on
how the ratings are earned. The growth goal can vary greatly from one principal to the next
based on their own agreements with their supervisors.
The current study produced significant findings supporting the literature on SDT. First,
the principals in this study had significant differences in motivation level based on their
performance evaluations. Principals with statically significantly higher motivation levels had
higher performance ratings. Improving motivation levels should be a strategy to increase
performance evaluations. If the goal of PERA is to have higher performing principals and
ultimately higher performing students, the focus should be on the leading indicators of
motivation. Specifically, the basic needs of Autonomy, Relatedness and Competence should be
addressed before efforts to increase performance levels of principals are discussed. The
Autonomy, Relatedness and Competence levels of principals can be measured using the BPNS
instrument. Principal supervisors can use these data to monitor motivation levels of the principals
and identify areas of concern. These leading indicators can be addressed and ultimately improve
principal performance. It seems more logical to improve principal performance using these
methods rather than holding principals accountable for spurious student achievement data as
means to improve their performance.
Autonomy levels for principals could be an area of focus as these were the lowest
motivation subscores in this study. School environments in which principals are not permitted to
provide a lot of input into the work they do, feel pressured, are consistently told what to do by
superiors, or not able to decide for themselves how best to go about their work will lack the
necessary levels of autonomy (Deci & Ryan, 2008). Principal supervisors could employ
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cognitive coaching strategies that would allow more autonomy in decision making by the
principal. Cognitive coaching strategies could allow for principals to reflect on their practice and
performance and develop their own assessment of their work and ultimately their own
professional growth plan. This approach has the ability to support the Autonomy levels of
principals by allowing them to have input on their work. Cognitive coaching strategies have led
to higher levels of commitment to improving professional practice (Batt, 2010). Reframing the
evaluation process to shift from an accountability measure to an opportunity to grow
professionally could lead to greater autonomy for principals and higher performance levels.
A focus on Relatedness would also increase performance levels (Deci & Ryan, 1985a).
Principals should have positive relationships with their co-workers. There should be high levels
of mutual respect and admiration between teachers and the principal in the work environment.
The accountability measures of PERA cannot be achieved without the support of the teachers.
Supporting the need for Relatedness, Day (2005) concludes that despite the pressures from
multiple policy implementation accountabilities, successful leaders are those who place an
emphasis on people and processes and not on outcomes. Those positive working relationships
are critical to the motivation levels of the principals as well as the outcomes of student
performance. Principal preparation programs can provide support and training on managing these
relationships with leadership development programs. Preparation programs could also emphasize
relationship building with community members, peers, teachers and their supervisors. Day’s
emphasis on people would be consistent with the relationship building that is part of Deci and
Ryan’s Relatedness need, and Day’s focus on process, not outcomes, would contradict the
current PERA legislation that is only focused on outcomes.
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Finally, Competence levels need to be addressed. Fullan (2014) conducted salient work
on the right drivers for principal performance and found that capacity building is imperative to
improving performance. Fullan posits principals need to develop capacity to be the lead learner
in the school. The lead learner’s primary duty would be to immerse himself/herself in
developing the professional capital of the teachers to lead each other to improve learning in the
school. Principal preparation programs could also assist with training prospective principals in
capacity building on how to be a “lead learner,” as Fullan (p.25) posits. Residency programs
could also be created to allow aspiring principals opportunities to learn on the job with a skilled
veteran principal. In the current study principals with 10 or more years of experience had
statistically significantly higher levels of competence. At a minimum, mentoring programs
pairing new principals with experienced principals could assist in building competence levels.
These skills are more critical as performance expectations have been increased for principals. A
focus on accountability prior to capacity building can lead to a chaotic work environment of the
principal (Fullan, 2002).
Another concern regarding principal competence in the accountability movement is the
acknowledgment by 75% of principals recently surveyed in a national study by MetLife that the
work of improving test scores has become too complex (Macia et al., 2013). The creation of
PERA legislation changed principal performance expectations and began linking student test
scores to their evaluations (Illinois Principals Association & Illinois Association of School
Boards, 2012). Creating a work environment for principals that allows them to acquire new
skills rather than the current focus on extrinsic accountability can give principals a sense of
accomplishment and acknowledges them for positive behaviors that will foster greater levels of
competence and ultimately lead to better work performance.
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Limitations

Limitations to the study were the fact that only public school principals in the state of
Illinois were included as well as the study’s reliance on the respondents’ individual interpretation
of various terms and its reliance on the respondents’ memory of specific facts or experiences
from the past. Limitations to quantitative research in general include the lack of collaborative
discussions with participants, the lack of responsiveness to individuals when using a
predetermined survey instrument, low levels of context or setting integration, and dependence on
predetermined theory (Creswell, 2012).
The current study did not allow the researcher to compare the motivation levels of the
principals rated in the unsatisfactory or needs improvement categories to the principals who were
rated as proficient or distinguished. There were 269 total respondents to this survey. The sample
size, in this study, for unsatisfactory principals was zero and for needs improvement it was just
four. Perhaps a survey of superintendents and principal supervisors could yield more data on
low-performing principals.

Recommendations for Future Study

Principal evaluation has become a national policy focus, although it has been largely
overshadowed by controversial developments in teacher evaluation that have focused the
public’s attention about the nation’s education system on the quality of the teaching force
(Clifford & Ross, n.d.). However, principals recruit, select, and lead teachers. The quality of the
principals can greatly impact the quality of teaching that occurs in a school. More research on
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the fidelity of ratings could garner valuable information on principal performance and training
for the principal supervisors.
The low number of principals rated “needs improvement” or “unsatisfactory” is cause for
future research. If principal performance is part of a state accountability measure, then the
validity and reliability of those evaluations are critical. Much has been written and discussed
about the failure in fidelity of teacher evaluations, but principal evaluation has not been at the
forefront.
Summary

Due to the discussed void in comparisons of principal motivation levels and performance
levels, the design and results of the current study are significant. The study design used a
research-based model, self-determination theory, to compare motivation levels of principals with
their work performance. The results of the study build on the research behind the SDT model
and indicate that when principals have higher motivation levels, they have higher performance
levels. PERA legislation was ultimately created to have a positive impact on the performance of
principals.
Critical to the motivation levels is the satisfaction of the basic needs of Autonomy,
Relatedness and Competence. According to Deci and Ryan (1985a), to be autonomous one must
act “in accordance with one’s self—it means feeling free and volitional in one’s actions” (p. 3).
Competence “results when a person takes on and, in his or her own view, meets optimal
challenges” (p. 66). Relatedness is the “need to love and be loved, to care and be cared for”
(p.88). Deci and Ryan maintain that autonomy, competence and relatedness are so essential and
critical to our sense of self, they should be considered “nutriments” (p.68 ). These basic needs
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create the intrinsic motivation that is essential to higher performance. The key is not being
responsible for others’ performance, but creating conditions where others can be responsible for
themselves (Dolan, 1994). An emphasis on these inputs will ultimately impact the outcomes that
are desired by policymakers.
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ILLINOIS PRINCIPAL EVALUATION PLAN (IPEP) RATING TEMPLATE
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Illinois Principal Evaluation Plan
Final Summative Evaluation
2012-2013

Principal:

Summative Evaluation Rating:
____ Excellent – The principal or assistant
principal
demonstrates
consistently exemplary
performance.
____ Proficient - The principal or assistant
principal
demonstrates
consistently strong
performance.
____ Needs Improvement - The principal or
assistant
principal demonstrates
inconsistent
performance in need of immediate
improvement.
____ Unsatisfactory - The principal or
assistant principal
demonstrates
unacceptable
performance.

Professional Development Target Areas:
 Standard # and Indicators
 Standard # and Indicators

Evaluator:

Professional Practice Rating:
____ Distinguished
____ Proficient
____ Basic
____ Needs Improvement

Student Growth:
____ Much Above Target
____ Above Target
____ On Target
____ Less Than Target
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PROFESSIONAL PRACTICE MONITORING TOOL
ILLINOIS PERFORMANCE STANDARDS FOR SCHOOL LEADERS
I. Living a Mission and Vision Focused on Results
The principal works with the staff and community to build a shared mission, and vision of high
expectations that ensures all students are on the path to college and career readiness, and holds
staff accountable for results
a. Coordinates efforts to create and implement a vision for the school and defines desired
results and goals that align with the overall school vision and lead to student
improvement for all learners
b. Ensures that the school’s identity, vision, and mission drive school decisions
c. Conducts difficult but crucial conversations with individuals, teams, and staff based on
student performance data in a timely manner for the purpose of enhancing student
learning and results

I. Evidence and Comments:

Rating:
____ Distinguished
____ Proficient
____ Basic
____ Needs
Improvement

119
II. Leading and Managing Systems Change
The principal creates and implements systems to ensure a safe, orderly, and productive
environment for student and adult learning toward the achievement of school and district
improvement priorities

a. Develops, implements, and monitors the outcomes of the school improvement plan and
school wide student achievement data results to improve student achievement
b. Creates a safe, clean and orderly learning environment
c. Collaborates with staff to allocate personnel, time, material, and adult learning
resources appropriately to achieve the school improvement plan targets
II. Evidence and Comments:

Rating:
____ Distinguished
____ Proficient
____ Basic
____ Needs
Improvement
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III. Improving Teaching and Learning
The principal works with the school staff and community to develop a research-based framework
for effective teaching and learning that is refined continuously to improve instruction for all
students
a. Works with staff to develop a consistent framework for effective teaching and learning
that includes a rigorous and relevant standards-based curriculum, research-based
instructional practices, and high expectations for student performance
b. Creates a continuous improvement cycle that uses multiple forms of data and student
work samples to support individual, team, and school-wide improvement goals, identify
and address areas of improvement and celebrate successes
c. Implements student interventions that differentiate instruction based on student needs
d. Selects and retains teachers with the expertise to deliver instruction that maximizes
student learning
e. Evaluates the effectiveness of instruction and of individual teachers by conducting
frequent formal and informal observations providing timely feedback on instruction as
part of the district teacher appraisal system
f. Ensures the training, development, and support for high-performing instructional
teacher teams to support adult learning and development to advance student learning and
performance
g. Develops systems and structures for staff professional development and sharing of
effective practices including providing and protecting time allotted for development
h. Advances instructional technology within the learning environment
III. Evidence and Comments:

Rating:
____ Distinguished
____ Proficient
____ Basic
____ Needs
Improvement
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III. Improving Teaching and Learning
The principal works with the school staff and community to develop a research-based framework
for effective teaching and learning that is refined continuously to improve instruction for all
students
a. Works with staff to develop a consistent framework for effective teaching and learning
that includes a rigorous and relevant standards-based curriculum, research-based
instructional practices, and high expectations for student performance
b. Creates a continuous improvement cycle that uses multiple forms of data and student
work samples to support individual, team, and school-wide improvement goals, identify
and address areas of improvement and celebrate successes
c. Implements student interventions that differentiate instruction based on student needs
d. Selects and retains teachers with the expertise to deliver instruction that maximizes
student learning
e. Evaluates the effectiveness of instruction and of individual teachers by conducting
frequent formal and informal observations providing timely feedback on instruction as
part of the district teacher appraisal system
f. Ensures the training, development, and support for high-performing instructional
teacher teams to support adult learning and development to advance student learning and
performance
g. Develops systems and structures for staff professional development and sharing of
effective practices including providing and protecting time allotted for development
h. Advances instructional technology within the learning environment
III. Evidence and Comments:

Rating:
____ Distinguished
____ Proficient
____ Basic
____ Needs
Improvement
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IV. Building and Maintaining Collaborative Relationships
The principal creates a collaborative school community where the school staff, families, and
community interact regularly and share ownership for the success of the school
a. Creates, develops and sustains relationships that result in active student engagement in
the learning process
b. Utilizes meaningful feedback of students, staff, families, and community in the
evaluation of instructional programs and policies
c. Proactively engages families and communities in supporting their child’s learning and
the school’s learning goals
d. Demonstrates an understanding of the change process and uses leadership and
facilitation skills to manage it effectively
IV. Evidence and Comments:

Rating:
____ Distinguished
____ Proficient
____ Basic
____ Needs
Improvement
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V. Leading with Integrity and Professionalism
The principal works with the school staff and community to create a positive context for learning
by ensuring equity, fulfilling professional responsibilities with honesty and integrity, and serving
as a model for the professional behavior of others
a. Treats all people fairly, equitably, and with dignity and respect
b. Demonstrates personal and professional standards and conduct that enhance the image
of the school and the educational profession. Protects the rights and confidentiality of
students and staff
c. Creates and supports a climate that values, accepts and understands diversity in culture
and point of view
V. Evidence and Comments:

Rating:
____ Distinguished
____ Proficient
____ Basic
____ Needs
Improvement
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VI. Creating and Sustaining a Culture of High Expectations
The principal works with staff and community to build a culture of high expectations and
aspirations for every student by setting clear staff and student expectations for positive learning
behaviors and by focusing on students’ social-emotional learning

a. Builds a culture of high aspirations and achievement and for every student
b. Requires staff and students to demonstrate consistent values and positive behaviors
aligned to the school’s vision and mission
c. Leads a school culture and environment that successfully develops the full range of
students’ learning capacities—academic, creative, social-emotional, behavioral and
physical
VI. Evidence and Comments:

Rating:
____ Distinguished
____ Proficient
____ Basic
____ Needs
Improvement
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PROFESSIONAL PRACTICE FINAL RATING

Standard Rating From Above:
Standard I

__________________

Standard II

__________________

Standard III __________________
Standard IV __________________
Standard V

__________________

Standard VI __________________

Professional Practice
Final Rating: ____ Distinguished ____ Proficient
____ Unsatisfactory

____ Basic

Professional Practice Rubric
•
•
•

Unsatisfactory – Any standard rated as “Unsatisfactory”
Basic – At least 3 standards rated as “Basic” or above
Proficient – At least 4 standards rated as “Proficient” or above

•

Distinguished – At least 4 standards rated as “Distinguished” and no
“Basic” ratings
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STUDENT GROWTH FINAL RATING
Student Growth: A demonstrable change in a student’s or group of students’ knowledge or
skills, as evidenced by gain and/or attainment on two or more assessments, between two or more
points in time
Assessment: Any instrument that measures a student’s acquisition of specific knowledge and
skills
Measurement Model: Manner in which two or more assessment scores are analyzed for the purpose of
identifying a change in a student’s knowledge or skills over time

Target Attainment Rating Scale:
4
Much Above Target
3
Above Target
2
On Target
1
Less Than Target

Growth Assessment/Measure Measurement
Area
Model
#1

Baseline

Target

Analysis

#2

#3

#4

Average of
Target
Scores

Rating
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Student Growth Rubric
Check Appropriate Average Identified Above
_____
_____
_____
_____

3.5 – 4.0
2.5 – 3.4
1.5 – 2.4
1.0 – 1.4

Much Above Target
Above Target
On Target
Less Than Target

SUMMATIVE RATING WORKSHEET
Summative Rating Scale:
3.25-4.00 Excellent
Weight: %
Column Must
Add to 100
[Ex. 75]

Rating: 1.0-4.0
Scale
May be Decimal
Ex. 3.2]

Multiply:
Weight X Rating
[Ex. 75 x 3.2 = 240]

Professional Practice
(50-75% of Total)
Student Growth
(25-50% of Total)
Other: List & Name Below
(Add to 0-25%)
1.
2.
3.
Add Numbers In
The Right Column
Divide This Sum
by 100
Final Summative
Rating [From
Scale Below]
66
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2.25-3.24 Proficient
1.25-2.24 Needs Improvement
0-1.24
Unsatisfactory

